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LONDON, JULY 16, 1870. 
— @—— 


WE LEARN that the Committee of the Judicature 
Commission who were appointed in January last to deal 
with the County Courts, Local Courts, and Courts of 
Quarter Sessions, have produced a memorandum on these 
subjects, in the nature of a report for the use of the 
commission. 

With regard to extension of jurisdiction, they con- 
sider that the evidence which has been taken be- 
fore the committee coincides with public opinion in 
pointing to an extension of county court jurisdiction, 
both as regards the amount and the nature of the 
subject-matters of litigation; and they observe that one 
mode of extending the jurisdiction would be to allow 
plaintiffs to sue in the county court, entirely irrespective 
of amount or subject-matter, defendants being at liberty 
to remove into the superior courts (whether of law or 
equity), the removal being as of right where the amount 
is over a certain limit, and on certain conditions, and on 
cause shown when below the limit; a suggestion is also 
noticed that no defendant should be allowed to remove 
without first disclosing by affidavit a substantial defence 
on the merits, and that a plaintiff might be permitted to 
remove where the defence raises a question appropriate 
for a superior court. If these extensions should be 
found to work well the committee consider that the in- 
corporation of the County Courts with the High Court of 
Justice as Courts of First Instance would naturally fol- 
low, but they query whether this change might not be 
made at once. 

With regard to the classification of business, the 
committee notice one great cause of complaint— 
viz., the non-separation of the undefended cases (which 
form so large a portion of county court business), 
from claims bond fide disputed, an evil which would 
obviously be largely inoreased if the jurisdiction were 
enlarged without the introduction of any kind of classi- 
fication; to meet this there has been suggested the 
assignment of certain county court towns in each dis- 
trict (the circuits being re-arranged, and probably 
diminished in number) for the trial of the more im- 
portant bond fide contested cases, the subordinate County 
Courts (one of which might be appended to each prin- 
cipal Court) might, it is suggested, be each presided 
over, at a lower salary, éither by a registrar as assistant 
judge, or by a barrister or solicitor sitting as judge but 
exempt from registrar’s duties. 

For the inconvenience, which has been matter of com- 
Plaint against the county courts, as contrasting unfavour- 
ably in this respect with the local courts—of plaintiffs 
having always to be prepared with proof whether de- 
fence be likely or unlikely, and of the length of time be- 
tween plaint and judgment-by-default—the committee 
can suggest no adequate remedy, except an extended 
isaue of judgment-by-default summonses, which, again, 





might let in miscarriages of justice as against that class 
who are defendants in the very-small-debts cases. The 
committee throw out a hint, however, that this risk 
might possibly be obviated by the use, for judgment-by- 
default summonses, of peculiar coloured paper, the mean- 
ing of which would become matter of public notoriety, 
with the requirement of an affidavit of personal service, 
or (as some witnesses have suggested) service on defen- 
dant’s wife. The committee note a unanimity of evi- 
dence in favour of allowing judgment-by-default in all 
claims over £5. 

As to Service of Process, the committee think it reason- 
able that plaintiffs should be allowed the option of 
serving summonses themselves (or by their attorneys). 
High bailiffs they consider a necessary appurtenance to 
the courts which do the largest businesses; but all offi- 
cers, they think, should be remunerated by salaries, and 
not by fees. 

With regard to Expense of the County Court Sys- 
tem, and the objections which have been made on this 
score, the committee suggest that in the smaller towns 
the county court might be kept open only one day (mar- 
ket-day) or two days per week instead of six, which 
would lower the expenses of providing for registrars’ at- 
tendance, since one chief registrar per circuit, with clerks’ 
or other professional help, could so, in most cases, get 
through all the business. They state it tobe in evidence 
that the substitution of chief for deputy registrars was 
better for the profession than for the public. 

The committee next proceed to deal with what for 
the sake of brevity they christen the “ Banking System,” 
under which the defendant pays his judgment debt to 
the Court and the Court passes the money on to the 
plaintiff ; to abolish which would be to dispense with 
half (six) of the books now kept and a considerable pro- 
portion of the clerks. On this point there appears to be 
aconsiderable conflict of testimony, the majority of county 
court officials reprobating the idea of such a change, and 
those of local courts where the same system has not ob- 
tained, taking the opposite view. The former say—firstly, 
that the collection of the judgment debts by plaintiffs 
personally would be attended by numerous breaches of 
the peace, to which the committee reply that that would 
probably be otherwise if (as in the case of bastardy 
orders) it were made the defendant’s business to come 
and pay the money, and not the plaintiff’s to go and de- 
mand it ;—and secondly, that in cases of execution or 
default in payment of instalments, there would ensue a 
very inconvenient uncertainty as to the amount which 
defendant had really paid, for which the committee sug- 
gest no remedy, but think the evil exaggerated, and 
query whether it would not be outweighed by the per 
contra. For the proteetion of defendants they would 
require from plaintiff, before execution, an affidavit of the 
sum due, giving the judge power to fine him for ex- 
aggeration ; and they recognise the appropriateness of 
the post-office for payments passing between parties 
living distant from each other. 

They advise the Payment of Fees by Stamps, as with- 
drawing a temptation from the lesser officials, and 
effecting a saving io clerks, treasurers, &c., subject to 
some simplification of the fee scale; no return of hear 
ing fee could be made under the stamp system. 

Criminal Jurisdiction should not, in their opinion, be 
added to the present Jurisdiction of the County Courts. 

Finally, the committee state it as their opinion that 
all the Local Courts of Civil Jurisdiction might be 
abolished,--excepting the Stannaries Court and the 
Lord Chancellor’s Courts of the Universities of Oxford 
and Cambridge, and reserving the question as to the 
Mayor's Court (London), the Liverpool Court of Passage, 
and the Salford Hundred Court of Record. 

No alteration is recommended as to Quarter Sessions 
beyond the recommendations of the Commissioners’ First 
Report, but the committee observe that the time for hold- 
ing Quarter Sessions must depend on that of the Assizes, 
a matter not before them. ” 
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WE PRINT IN ANOTRER COLUMN the report of the 
Select Committee of the House of Commons—appointed 
to inquire into the law of compensation for accidents as 
applied to railway companies, and also into the 
question whether precautions ought not to be taken 
to prevent accidents, The report is not what would be 
called a strong one. The proceedings of the committee 
show that they were nearly evenly divided on the more 
important questions, and the result is that the recom- 
mendations upon which they finally agreed do not pro- 
bably represent with exactness the views of any member 
of the committee. . 

The practical effect of the report, except that it may 
Slignuy influence the Lord Chancellor in his row 
9f rules of ptocedure of the High Court, will be ni?. The 
committee do not concuf in the recotnitendation of the 
Royal Commissioners of Railways in 1867, which they 
quote in their report—to the effect that the liability of 
the companies should be extended so as to make them in- 
surers of their passengers except as to the consequences 
of their own negligence, but that the amount of the 
compensation should be limited. The committee prefer 
that a new tribunal should be established to administer 
the same law as is now administered. Their views as 
to the composition of this tribunal are rather vague, 
being simply that it shall not have a jury, and that it 
shall be sufficiently strong to secure the confidence of 
the public and possess adequate legal experience, and be 
assisted by engineering and medical advice. 

They recommend to the careful consideration of her 
Majesty’s Government the best mode of constituting 
such a tribunal. Ifthe subject should be mooted again 
shortly we expect to hear from her Majesty’s Govern- 
ment that they have too much on their hands to 
undertake this careful ‘consideration at present, and 
that the committee was appointed for the purpose 
amongst other things of undertaking themselves this 
careful consideration and not of recommending it to 
some one else. As regards the limitation of amonnt of 


liability, the committee think that if their ideal 
tribunal is established no alteration of the present 


law will be required, but that a jury ought to 
be restrained from giving more than £1,000 to 
a first-class passenger; £500 to a second; and £300 toa 
third. We confess ourselves somewhat at a loss to under- 
stand this recommendation, but presume it to mean that 
the companies have failed to make out their main pro- 
position—viz., that the fares they are entitled to charge 
are not} sufficient fairly to oover the risk, but 
that they have shown that the amounts are occa- 
sionally unfairly assessed. Ifso, we fail to see the fair- 
ness of establishing an arbitrary limit. This seems as 
unfair as anything any jury have ever done. Inasmuch, 
however, as there can be no doubt that changes are im- 
pending in the constitution of all our tribunals, the result 
of this alternative recommendation on the subject of 
limiting the liability must be taken to be a report against 
any such limitation. We presume we shall at some time, 
more or less early, have the practical recommendations 
of the Judicature Commissioners carried out, as well as 
some of the theoretical ones which have been so much 
discussed of late. We take these practical recommenda- 
tions to include a system whereby the nature of each dis- 
pute may be ascertained as early as possible in the pro- 
ceedings, which to this point are to be uniform, and 
thereupon a mode of trial may be appointed such as may 
be most appropriate to the nature of the dispute when 
so ascertained. When we get such a system it will be 
only in the ordinary course to have questions of amount 
of compensation for personal injuries referred to official 
referees of the character contemplated by the report now 
presented. The result, therefore, comes to this,—that if 
the High Court of Justice Bill passes and rules are made 
Carrying out the intention of the Judicature Commis- 
sioners, or even if such rules are made for our present 
courts, there will be, in the opinion of this Committe, no 
reason for limiting the liability of railway companies. 





As the question whether any further precau- 
tions ought to be taken by companies to prevent accidents, 
the committee again confine themselves to recommending 
the evidence they have taken to the consideration of rail- 
way directors, They were equally divided, on the ques-. 
tion whether they should report that the.ewidence they 
had taken was “strong” evidence, but by the casting 
vote of their chairman they decided not todoso. ° 





THE “Times”? OF WEDNESDAY LAST contained g 
leading article commenting severely on the supposed! 
misconduct of Baron Bramwell, in refusing to sit as a' 
judge of the Queen’s Bench at Nisi Prius, and so to 
enable that court to be kept open until Thursday the 
i4uu, Which should haye been the last day of the sittings, 
Now, évetyone in the profession knows that Bayon . 
Bramwell has had ati easy tiie duriiig the present legal 
year. He has’tried the only election petition that there 
has been, but he has escaped all circuits, and probably 
he has not sat in court or in chambers for more than 
about twenty days- during the ‘year: He also availed 
himself of this leisure at the early part of the year to 
take a foreign tour, starting, however, before Mr. Jus- 
ticé Hayes’ death had thrown additional work on the 
‘other judges, and before the Judges’ Jurisdiction Act 
had passed, which might have enabled him to render 
assistance in other courts. The waste of judicial power 
which the recent inactivity of Baron Bramwell proves 
to be possible, is, therefore, a most fair subject of com- 
ment, 

The occasion which our contemporary has chosen 
for its text is, however, a most unhappy one, for 
Baron Bramwell has been sitting in his own Court of 
Exchequer during the last three days of the Nisi Prius: 
sittings ; there, and by his aid, we believe, the list was. 
got through on the last day. The three judges of the 
Exchequer had all started on their circuits, and there- 
fore if it had not been for the services of Baron Bram- 
well, an election judge, being available, the list of that 
court would not have been concluded. It may be that 
there were more arrears in the Queen’s Bench, but it 
cannot be doubted that the Baron’s first duty was to his 
own court, and if he did refuse to assist in the Queen’s 
Bench (which is a mere assumption of our contemporary, 
and which certainly was not stated by the Chief Justice), 
it was doubtless on the ground of his being wanted in 
his own court. 

One reason why the Courts have not all been able 
to sit to the end of the usual sitting is no doubt 
this—that owing to Easter falling in term time, the end 
of the sitting falls three days later than usual. Most 
of the judges in fixing their circuits seem to have 
ignored this, or at all events they did not act in 
concert so as to provide for at least one judge of each 
court being in town till the end of the sittings. In 
fact, however, it would be difficult to secure 
that end, for it is only the chiefs who are responsible for 
sitting at Nisi Prius (for which they receive an addi- 
tional salary), and who are bound to make their business 
arrangements so as to enable them to do so. The puisne 
judges only assist their chiefs at Nisi Prius as a secon- 
dary duty, when they have no duties elsewhere. As 
regards the chief justices, it cannot be said that any of 
them have neglected their duty. The Chief of the 
Queen’s Bench happens to be the judge on duty at the 
Old Bailey, a duty imposed upon him as judge of the 
North Wales circuit, who, beginning his circuit later 
than the others, always takes the Old Bailey for July. 
On this occasion it happens that when the days for the 
sittings at the Old Bailey were chosen in November 
last, long before the present difficulties could have been 
forseen, the July session was fixed for this week. The ses- 
sion also happens, unfortunately, to be a very heavy one. _ 
As regards the Exchequer, the Chief Baroncertainly started 
two days before the end of the sittings, but ‘he probably 
knew that he could rely on the services of Baron Bram- 
well, to which he had a claim prior to that of the Chief 
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of the Queen’s Bench. As regards the Common Pleas, 
the Chief Justice has deferred the commencement of the 
Home Circuit until the conclusion of the London sittings, 
and he was able at all events to sit for half of the last 
day, going down to Hertford in the afternoon. In this 
court, however, the cases in the list were so long that 
several of them, if begun, would probably not have been 
finished, and so were postponed. It is well known that, 
unless there is a reasonable probability of trying and 
finishing a cause, it is better to postpone it early rather 
than have the expense of keeping witnesses waiting 
about the court for two or three days at a time on two 
different occasions. 





AS WE MENTIONED when discussing the subject at 
length (ante p. 549 and 570), benefit building societies 
are now governed by 6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 32, and those pro- 
visions of 10 Geo. 4, c, 56 and 4 & 5 Will. 4, c. 40, which, 
although those Acts are repealed, are kept on foot for 
the purpose of building societies. By a bill now before 
Parliament is is proposed to repeal 6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 32, 
and by implication the provisions of the other two Acts, 
and to substitute for them the provisions of the bill ; but 
the bill proposes rather to consolidate than to alter the 
existing law relating to these societies. Some alterations 
are, however, to be made of which the most important 
are the following :—The appeal to the quarter sessions 
in the case of the registrar refusing to certify all or any 
of the rules transmitted to him is abolished. The re- 
striction of the amount of shares to £150 is abandoned. 
The rules are to state the manner in which the funds of 
societies are to be invested. The rules are to provide for 
a general statement of the funds and effects of the so- 
ciety, with an account of all moneys received and ex- 
pended on behalf the society, being prepared at least 
annually and attested by two or more members of the 
society or other persons appointed by the auditors and 
countersigned by the secretary. Amalgamation of two 
societies or the transfer of engagements from one society 
to another is to be feasible with the consent of the major 
part of the trustees and of the committee of management 
of both societies or of the majority of the members of 
each such society. A society is to be wound up volun- 
tarily by five-sixths of the members signing the proposed 
plan of dissolution ; orcompulsorily on the petition of any 
member or creditor if the Court shall so order. ‘The 
Court” throughout the Act istomeanin England thecounty 
court of the district in which the society carries on busi- 
ness. Lastly, there is a clause in the bill empowering 
societies to receive deposits or loans ‘‘to be applied to 
the purposes of the society,” but no member is to receive 
any interest or dividend by way of annual or periodical 
profit upon his share until it is paid up or realised, or he 
withdraws from the society. This clause will set at rest 
the vewata qgucestio—Can building societies borrow money? 
—certainly as regards all future societies, and, as regards 





existing societies also, if it isheld tobe so far retrospective 
as to sweep them in, or is made so before the bill becomes 
law. This clause, and the provisions placing building 
societies under the jurisdiction of the county courts, are 
practically the most important innovations of the bill. 
Mr. STANSFELD stated in the House of Commons, on 
the 8th, in reply to a question by Mr. Salt, that in his 
opinion the present arrangements respecting the business 
of the Accountant-General in Chancery's office were, 
especially as regarded the Long Vacation, unreasonable ; | 
and that the whole subject was being considered by the | 
Lord Chancellor and the Treasury. We are very glad of | 
this latter assurance. We have before now had occasion to 
comment on the hardship of having the fount of justice | 
sealed up in certain cases for a quarter of a year; the 
inconvenience as regards moneys in court may be more 
prosaic, but it is quite as inconvenient. As the matter | 
now 1s, not a penny can be got out of court during the 
long period. for which the office of the Accountant- | 
General is closed. Solicitors can bear witness how 


very inconvenient that often proves to suitors. We do 
not want to. make the Long Vacation as busy as term 
time. The lawyers and the officers earn their holiday, 
and the public are all the better for their having it; but, 
just as a “vacation judge” is appointed to provide for 
pressing matters of injunction, and so forth, there 
should be some representation of the Accountant- 
General’s office, accessible during the Long Vacation, for 
the transaction of urgent money matters. 





THE SuPERIOR Courts sent 116 actions in tort to the 
County Courts for trial last year, under section 10 of the 
Act of 1867. The total amount claimed was £32,000, 
but only £2,880 was recovered ; 66 of the actions were 
successful. In eight cases the claim was for £1,000 
(including one for £1,300), and only three were success- 
ful, the damages awarded being £50 in each case, There 
were twenty-one claims for £500 each, thirteen of which 
were successful, but only to the extent of £975 im the 
aggregate. In no case was the sum claimed recovered, 
the nearest approach to the full amount being in a case 
in which £250 was claimed and £200 recovered. In one 
case where £200 was claimed 5s. was awarded, and io 
numerous cases where the sums claimed were from £200 
to £300 the verdicts varied from £2 to £10. In mostof 
the unsuccessful claims the defendants appear not to have 
thought it worth while to tax their costs. The obvious 
inference from these facts is that a large proportion of 
these actions were of the kind termed speculative. 





THE DEATH OF LORD JUSTICE GIFFARD has robbed us 
of one of the ablest judges who ever adorned the Bench. 
A strange sad fatality has attended the occupants of the 
Lord Justices’ Bench since the dissolution of the long 
companionship of the late Lords Justices Knight-Bruce 
and Turner. Sir G. J. Turner survived his colleague 
scarcely nine months; Sir John Rolt had scarcely 
sat for six months when he was struck down by 
paralysis, and, though still living, never returned to 
the Court. Sir C. J. Selwyn, to all appearance the 
most robust among his fellows among the bench, the 
“light blue” oarsman of earlicr years, was taken 
by death in the year ffollowing; and now Sir G. M. 
Giffard, has been summoned to join his prede- 
cessors. No sounder lawyer, no stronger, keener, 
or quicker intellect, and no better gentleman 
has ever been raised to the English bench. In our 
obituary notice we shall be able to speak of him 
at greater length; and, in the meantime, we must ex- 
press our sincere sympathy with the eloquent tribute 
offered to his memory yesterday by Lord Justice James, 
the colleague who never met him on the bench. Sir W. 
M. James’s speech will be found printed in another 
column, 


THE RIGHTS OF HUSBANDS IN THE DIVORCE 
COURT. 


The agitation in some quarters for “ women’s rights” has 
called forth in other quarters the most indignant protests 
against these most modern of modern theories by which 
women are affirmed to be as much entitled as men to all 
civil, political, and proprietary rights. The discussion 
goes on hotly in the Houses of Parliament and outside 
the Houses of Parliament, and as far as we can see at 
present it is likely to continue for some time to come. 
With the political aspect of these questions we do not 
interfere. We only deal with their actual or probable 
effects upon the existing law. In the discussions upon 
this subject at public meetings and elsewhere a surprising 
amount of ignorance as to the real state of the law is 
frequently exhibited, and we now take the opportunity of 
noticing a case in which much information on this sub- 
ject may be found. 

It has happened just at this period when questions 





respecting the rights of married women have been 


attracting so much public attention, that a case has 
arisen in the Divorce Court in which a husband has made 





=e, 


panes aicenieiabinan-rebcmencre eaten nage 
FARE SS AL ene RN gaa gn ed ET ET RA CERN ODN ERK LARS oe ST aR HBL 5 


t 
4. 


RHA 
an hseie ts 


<s a i tenia ttt 
: SS ares : 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. July 16, 1870. 








the boldest claims respecting the exercise of marital 
rights. It would be difficult to find a parallel for such 
claims so plainly set forth under such circumstances in 
any other reported case. The case we speak of is Kelly 
v. Kelly, decided by Lord Penzance (18 W. R. 191), and 
affirmed on appeal by the Full Court (18 W. R. 767). 
The material facts of the case are all found in the 
judgment of Lord Penzance in the court below. 
The suit was by Mrs. Kelly for judicial separa- 
tion from her husband the respondent, the Rev. James 
Kelly, on the ground of cruelty. He opposed the applica- 
tion, and defended himself in person. Before the cir- 
cumstances arose on which the charge of cruelty was 
founded a sister of the petitioner had left her £5,000, a 


great part of which was lost by the investments the- 


respondent made of it. The petitioner being unable to 
obtain from her husband a clear idea of her rights and 
those of her son under her sister's will, wrote, without her 
husband’s knowledge, to her brother-in-law to see the will 
for her and to explain it, and some correspondence passed 
between them on the subject. Some of these letters fell 
into the respondent’s hands, and he resented very much 
this step of his wife’s. About the same time the peti- 
tioner’s son quarrelled with the respondent, and the peti- 
tioner to some extent took the son’s part. The subsequent 
acts of the respondent are thus stated by Lord Penzance 
in his judgment :—“ He (the “respondent) commenced 
opening her letters and calling her a vile traitor and 
apostate. He told her that no modest woman would 
associate with her more than with a prostitute, and that 
she had given her confidence to another man, &c., ke. 
He.refused to sit at meals with her; he insisted on occu- 
pying a separate bed-room ; he told the servants to take 
orders from him and not from his wife; he forbade her to 
visit the poor of the district and desired her not to attend 
the sacrament. Some months passed in this way. The 
respondent kept apart from his wife all day, except at 
family prayers, and even then he appears to have had 
little or no communication with her, except in the way 
of rebuke or reproach.” There was a great deal more 
evidence of this sort of conduct by the respondent towards 
the petitioner. When tke respondent was with the peti- 
tioner for a short time “ he occupied the time in what he 
called ‘ putting her sin before her,’ and in strong, coarse 
and abusive terms applying to her the same epithets and 
language as would be applicable to a woman who had 
been guilty of adultery.” “She was entirely deposed 
from her natural position as mistress of her husband’s 
honse.” “In short, she was treated as a child or a 
lunatic.” 

“Withheld from the performance of her household 
duties, subordinated to servants, penniless, and, so far 
as her husband could effect it, friendless, the daily life of 
this lady was little better than an imprisonment, the 
solitary silence of which was broken only by the language 
of harsh rebuke, foul words, and epithets of insult, in- 
dignity and shame.” Under this treatment the peti- 
tioner became ill, and left the respondent’s house, As 
to the conduct of the petitioner under these circum- 
stances Lord Penzance says,“ It would be difficult for a 
wife to play her part in so critical and painful a situa- 
tion in @ more becoming manner.” 

Subsequently Mrs. Kelly, as was not unnatural, 
wished not to live any longer with the respondent, and 
commenced a suit for judicial separation. The respon- 
dent did not deny the acta we have before stated, but 
contended that such conduct did not amount to cruelty 
on his part, and that it furnished no sufficient reason 
why his wife should not continue to live with him. 

Lord Penzance decided that the respondent’s acts 
amounted to cruelty as they had endangered the health 
of the petitioner, and he decreed a judicial separation. 
This judgment of Lord Penzance is worth a careful 
perusal for the sake of seeing how it guards against ex- 
tending the definition of cruelty (of conrse, apart from 
physical violence or injury) to any conduct, however 
eruel in fact, #0 long as the wife’s health or per 





sonal safety are not endangered. The judgment com- 
mences with a most curious sentence. After saying 
that the peculiarity of the case was the adoption by the 
respondent of a deliberate system of conduct towards his 
wife with a view of bending her to his authority, Lord 
Penzance goes on, “ A man who sets about to achieve 
this end by purposely rendering a woman’s daily life un- 
happy is in danger of overstepping his rights, as he is 
pretty sure to fall short of his duties.” This is a very 
full recognition of marital rights. To “ purposely render 
a woman’s daily life unhappy ” is not necessarily to over- 
step the rights of a husband or to fall short of his 
duties ; but in doing so, he is only in danger of overstep- 
ping his rights, and pretty sure to fall short of his 
duties. The rest of the judgment dwells most strongly 
on the fact of the danger to the health of the petitioner,. 
of the clearness of the evidence, and on the self-command 
of the petitioner during all this ill-usage. The learned 
judge refused to sanction ‘‘a system of treatment by 
which the respondent places his wife's permanent health 
in jeopardy,” and therefore decided the judicial separation.. 

Against this decision Mr. Kelly appealed to the Full 
Court, consisting of Channell, B., Hannen, J., and Lord 
Penzance. This Court affirmed the judgment of the 
Court below. Channell, B., and Hannen, J., lay down 
the principle of law applicable to the case in the words 
of a passage in the judgment appealed against: “ If force, 
whether physical or moral, is systematically exerted for 
‘this purpose” (i.c., to bend a wife to her husband’s au-- 
thority) “in such a manner, in sucha degree, and during 
such a length of time as to break down a wife’s health 
and render serious malady imminent, the interference of 
the law cannot be justly withheld by any court which 
affects to have charge of the wife’s personal safety.” 
“ Moreover the decisions have imparted the further pro- 
position as acondition of the Court’s interference that 
the troubles of the wife are not owing to her own mis- 
conduct.” This principle has, therefore, now the au- 
thority of the Court of Appeal. Lord Penzance also 
gave a judgment in which he enforced the principles 
stated in his judgment in the court below, and ex- 
pressed very strongly the necessity of examining into 
the “ conduct of the wife herself by way of provocation,” 
and that “ her demeanour under even unmerited oppres- 
sion or unprovoked cruelty must be studied by the court.’”” 

This case decides a new point as to the meaning of 
the word “cruelty ” in the Divorce Court, but as has 
been seen it extends the meaning of “cruelty” no 
further than was absolutely necessary for the decision. 
If unfortunately such a case as this should again arise 
precisely similar, except that there was no present 
danger to the wife’s permanent health, and no serious 
malady imminent, the decision in Kelly v. Kelly would 
not be any authority for saying that the wife had a 
right to a judicial separation ; and indeed the judgments 
in the case so carefully avoid going that length, that the 
case would probably be relied on as showing that, unless 
there is serious danger to health, the wife cannot succes- 
fully claim a separation. This point, however, is left 
open at present. 


COLLUSIVE WASTE 


A bill for an account of waste already committed can- 
not in general be entertained unless it prays an injunc- 
tion also. In such a case an action of trover is the 
remedy. Where the bill is for an injunction, and waste 
has been already committed, the Court, to prevent a 
double suit, will decree an account, and satisfaction for 
what ia past (Jesus College v. Bloom, 3 Atk, 262). But 
if the waste be of such a nature that there is no remedy 
at law, a bill for an account will lie, This is the case 
where waste has been committed by collusion and fraud 
between the owner of the particular estate and the re- 
mainderman, 

Waste is cither a destruction ora wrongful conversion 
of part of the inheritance by the owner of a particular 
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estate. We are now speaking not of equitable waste, 
put of legal waste. Where timber, for instance, has 
been felled by a tenant for life, impeachable of waste, the 
owner of the first estate of inheritance (Lewis Bowles’s 
case, 11 Rep. 79) may bring at his option either trover 
for the trees, or an action for money had and received 
from the timber; and prior to the provisions of 3 & 4 
Will 4, c. 27, for the abolition of real and mixed actions, 
he might also, if he were or became the immediate 
remainderman in fee or tail, but not otherwise, have 
prought an action of waste. “If there be tenant for 
life, remainder in fee; if tenant for life commit waste 
and afterwards die, remainderman in fee may bring ac- 
tion of waste” (Paget’s case, 5 Rep. 76). 

To recur to what we said at the outset, that collusion 
and fraud confer jurisdiction in cases where the remedy 
would otherwise be at law, the law was settled by the 
case of Garth v. Cotton (1 Ves. Sen. 524). In Garth v. 
Cotton, a tenant for ninety-nine years, if he should so 
long live, without impeachment of waste, except volun- 
tary waste, remainder to trustees to preserve contingent 
remainders, remainder to his first son in tail, remainder 
to A. in fee, having no son at the time, colluded with A. 
to fell timber, and divide with him the proceeds. The 
tenant for years afterwards had a son, who filed his bill 
against A.,and by Lord Hardwicke’s decree, recovered 
from A. so much of the proceeds of the timber as he had 
received, while the remainderman in expectancy, but 
without interest further back than the filing of the bill. 

The ratio decidendi in Garth vy. Cotton, Vice-Chan- 
cellor James explained to be as follows :—The law being 
that, if waste is committed, the person entitled to the 
first estate of inheritance is the only person to recover, 
and that he is entitled to recover for his own benefit all 
timber felled: where, by collusion between the tenant 
for life and the pro tempore owner of the inheritance, 
waste is committed, the Court with its general jurisdic- 
tion to prevent fraud will interfere, notwithstanding it 
is a legal wrong, and say, “ We will not allow this fraud, 
we will bring this money into court, to be impounded 
for the benefit of the estate.” (See Birch Wolfe v. 
Birch, 18 W. BR. 594, L. R. 9 Eq. 683.) We said the pro 
tempore owner of the inheritance, because these questions 
arise in cases where the presumptive remainderman has 
afterwards been displaced by some later-born person 
prior to him in the line of limitation, as in Garth v. 
Cotton. 

The last mentioned case went on the ground of actual 
collusion. In Williams v. Duke of Bolton (1 Vox, 72), 
the particular estate and the remainder in fee were 
united in the same person, who, so to speak, colluded 
with himself in his double character. The case stood 
thus. B. was tenant for life in possession of the estate, 
remainder to his first and other sons in tail, remainder to 
0. for life, remainder to O.’s first and other sons in tail, 
remainder to B, in fee. O. had ason, who died an infant. 
B., relying perhaps on O. continuing childless, and having 
no child of his own,committed waste, and afterwards O. had 
another son, The Court held that B. ought not to take ad- 
vantage of his own wrong by taking the timber thus cut. 
This was as to be expected. But the decision went on to 
the effect that tho second son of O. was not entitled to 
the proceeds of the timber, which were to be retained in 
court until it should be seen whether B, should have a 
child, and the proceeds had to be replaced with interest 
at # per cent. from the time when the money was re- 
ceived for the timber. 

_ In the recent case of Birch Wolfe v. Birch (udi sup.), 
in which Garth vy, Cotton was considered, waste was 
alleged to have been committed by the tenant for life, 
who was also the remainderman in fee at tho time. 
There was this point of similarity between the cases; 
but the result was wholly different, inasmuch as the 
Court, in Birch Wolfe v. Birch, finding that the defen- 
dant had laid out upon permanent improvements of the 
inheritance a sum far exoceding the intrinsically small 
value of the timber felled by his order, thought the 





charge of collusion could not be supported, 
the bill. 

Where, indeed, the person who thus filled both charac- 
ters has expended far more upon the inheritance than he 
has received from the acts of waste, itis not likely that 
the Court can treat the case as one of waste, although 
legally speaking it may be so. The Court interferes 
where the owner of the particular estate cuntrives with 
the remainderman to do, to the injury of the inheritance, 
some act which neither could do without the sanction of 
the other. In Whitfield v. Bewit (2 P. Wms. 240) A. 
was tenant for life, remainder to first son in tail, re- 
mainder to B. for life, remainder to C. in tail. Neither 
A. nor B. having a son born, B. cut timber wrongfully, 
and it was held that C.,as owner of the first estate of 
inheritance, was entitled to the proceeds, nor was B. 
allowed to set off any moneys expended by him in repairs, 
since it was a wrong thing to cut down the timber, anc 
showed quo animo it was done, not to repair, but to sell. 
In Birch Wolfe v. Birch, on the other hand, the executor 
of a tenant for life was allowed to set-off sums expended 
by his testator on permanent improvements against sums 
received by himself from the proceeds of timber cut by 
his testator, the Court being satisfied that the waste was 
committed with an entire absence of intention to wrong 
the inheritance. 

Proceedings to restrain or obtain an account of waste 
will usually originate with the owner of the first estate 
of inheritance. But the remainderman for life may also 
sue to protect the inheritance, Trustees to preserve 
contingent remainders also may (Garth v. Cotton, 1 Ves. 
Sen. 555), and, according to Lord Eldon’s dictum in Stans- 
field v. Habergham (10 Ves. 278), are bound to do so, 
for the protection of contingent remaindermen where 
they have notice that acts of waste are being com- 
mitted. 

The proceeds of acts of waste recovered in such a suit, 
whether by remainderman for life, remainderman in fee 
or tail, or trustees to preserve, will be directed to be 
settled to the uses of the settlement, and do not belong to 
the person who happens to be the owner of the inheritance 
for the time being subject to the contingency of the 
estate opening to let in some prior estate of inheritance 
limited to one who is not yet in esse. Any other con- 
clusion would be manifestly inequitable.  Powilett v. 
Duchess of Bolton (3 Ves. 374), was a suit 
which was instituted for the purpose of ascer- 
taining who was entitled to the proceeds of the 
timber wrongfully felled, which in Williams v. Duke of 
Bolton (ubi sup.) had been ordered to be brought into 
court. In the course of his judgment Lord Lough- 
borough said, “when this timber was cut, no doubt, at 
law, the Duke would have taken, being the first owner 
of the inheritance; but the Court very properly held, 
that he should not by a fraud upon the settlement 
which made him tenant for life, gain that advantage to 
himself, as owner of the reversion in fee. Considering 
it asa fraud upon the settlement, the consequence is, that 
that part of the property which is taken from the settle- 
ment ought to be restored to the settlement.” 

We have seen that the right to sue in respect of tim- 
ber wrongfully cut belongs to the owner of the first 
estate of inheritance ix esse at the time of severance; and 
he, according to Lee v. Alster (1 Bro. C, C, 37), is en- 
titled to such timber, notwithstanding the existence of 
immediate estates and contingent remainders that may 
afterwards come into esse and defeat his estate. Accord- 
ing to Bagot v. Bagot (32 Beav. 509, 12 W. R. 35),a 
decision which seems to be in harmony with Jowlett v. 
Duchess of Bolton (udi. sup, the property in timber 
thus severed follows the uses of the settlement, and the 
interest on the fund thus ,produced is receivable by the 
successive owners of particular estates (other than the 
wrongdoer), the cerpus of the ground becoming the pro- 
perty of him who, at the termination of the last parti- 
cular estate, is the owner of an estate of inheritance, The 
relative rights of the heir and tenant for life as to tim- 
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ber wrongfully cut by a preceding tenant for life were 
considered in Gent v. Harrison (Joh. 517, 8 W. R. 57). 
Demands in respect of timber wrongfully felled, when 
brought against the estate of a deceased tenant for life, 
who was also contingent remainderman in fee, must be 
brought within six years from the death. And, where 
the two estates are not united, the Statute of Limitations 
(3 & 4 Will. 4,¢, 27) runs from the death of the tenant 
for life when the right of the remainderman first falls 
into possession (Duke of Leeds v. Karl Amherst, 2 Ph. 
117). Until the death of the tenant for life, the claim, 
although capable of being enforced, does not arise in 
such a state as that it can be barred by length of time. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


COMMON LAW. 


CARRIERS—PARTY TO .SUE—PRO- 
PERTY IN GooDs. ols 
Mead vy. South Eastern Railway Company,-G,P., 18 

; W. R. 735. J Ou2 6% 

Not long ago (ante 273, 294) we exdminéd-the ques- 
tion who is the proper person to sue a:carrier-for loss‘ of 
or injury to goods during their cafriage?' Phis question; 
although in principle clear enough, has yet been sur-- 
rounded with much difficulty, in consequence of many 4d 
considered dicta in judgments on this point, where it‘Hag. 
been said that the proper person to sue is the paxeet 
who has the property in the goods. As, for instance, "i 
Coombes v. The Bristol, &c., Railway Company, where the 
consignee of goods, the property in which had not passed 
to him, sued the carriers for the loss of the goods, Wat- 
son, B., said “the right to sue the carrier depends upon 
the question in whom the property in the goods is.” 
There are dicta to the same effect in other cases. The 
true rule, however, for ascertaining the proper plaintiff 
is that he is entitled to sue who has contracted with the 
carriers for carriage. So far as concerns the contract of 
carriage, this is the only tést for ascertaining the 
plaintiff. The fact’ of the’ownership of the goods 
may be material- eyitence in finding out who- was 
the party’ who contracted with the carriers, but 
the ownership is ‘only evidence’ of:\ that which 
gives the right of actioh, and ddes not itself give 
the right to sue. There is ample authority for this 
view, a3 we showed when we before discussed the subject 
at length; but there is, no doubt, seme confusion in the 
authorities, not so much from conflicting decisions, but 
from conflicting dicta that have dropped from judges in 
these decisions. We are not, of course, now speaking 
of actions which always depend on the question of pro- 
perty, such as trover and trespass. If a carrier converts 
or destroys wrongfuily the goods of another he may be 
held liable to the owner. This liability, however, does 
not depend upon his character of carrier nor his contract 
of carriage. 

Mead v. South Eastern Railway Company will go far 
to retaove the misconceptions which have hitherto existed 
a3 to the proper parties in actions dyainst carriers. The 
plaintiff was in the habit of buying flour from A., who, 
by the plaintiff's authority, used to send it to the plain- 
tiff by the defendants’ railway. Some flour thus sent 
was injured in the carriage, andthe plaintiff swed the 
defendants for the damage. It may be tssuneed, for the 
purpose of the question we are now Noticing that the 
property in this particular flour had not passed to the 
plaintiff from A. It was objected by the defendants 
that the plaintiff was not the proper person to sue as he 
was not the owner of the flour. The Court, however, 
refused even # rule to have the question argued. They 
said that, as there was clearly a contract between the 
plaintiff and the defendants for the carriage of the flour, 
the plaintiff was the proper person to sue for the breach 
by the defendants of that contract. The judgments 
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sue in these cases, and Coombes v. Bristol, §c., Railway 
Company is also noticed in the judgments, and distin. 
guished from this case on the ground that in Coombes’ 
case there was no evidence of a contract between the 
plaintiff and the carriers. B 

This decision will be a useful authority for the future, 
not because its principle is new, but because it decides , 
clearly a point at law which before gould only be es- 
tablished by reference to many decisions, and in spite of 
many dicta which at first sight appear to be opposed to 
the rule now laid down in Mead v. South Eastern Railway, 
Company. 





BANKRUPTCY. 
APPEAL FROM REGISTRAR. 


Re Nicholson, Bkcy., 18 W. R. 250. 
Ex parte Blair, Re Mackle, L.J.G., 18 W. R. 615. 


Before the late Bankruptcy Act the registrar of a 
court of bankruptcy was a subordinate officer, acting 
under and subject to the control of the Commissioner of 
Bankruptcy. Under the new Act his position is altered 
‘very materially. - 

The registrar’s powers in respect of bankruptcies 
commenced under the new Act are governed by section 
67 of the Act, and the rules made in pursuance of it. 
" By ‘section 67 the judge may, subject to the rules, dele- 
Vgate.to the registrar any of the powers vested in him 
under the Act. Rules 2 and 3 define what powers may 
“be delegated to the registrars; and rule 4 provides that 
“every order made by a registrar while acting under 
any delegated power shall have the same force and 
validity, and be subject to the same appeal, as an order 
made by the judge, but the registrar may adjourn any 
matter for the opinion of the judge, if he shall think fit.’ 
The case of Re Nicholson establishes a proposition which 
follows necessarily from the terms of the Act and rules, 
namely, that unless the registrar chooses to adjourn a 
question for the,opinion of the judge, no appeal lies from 
him to the judge; The appeal from a registrar’s deci- 
‘sion, as from a judge’s decision, must, in the case of a 
‘county court be to the Chief Judge in Bankruptcy, in 
the case of the London Court to the Court of Appeal in 
Chancery. 

The powers of the registrar of a court of bankruptcy 
in respect of proeeedings pending when the Act of 1869 
passed are governed by section 130 of that Act and the 
orders made under it. That section abolishes the pre- 
viously existing country district courts of bankruptcy; 
but provides, amongst other things, that “such part of 
the business pending in any country district court of bank- 
ruptcy as the Lord Chancellor thinks fit shall be disposed 
of by the registrar of that court, who shall for that 
purpose continue to have and discharge all his powers 
and authorities, rights, and duties.”’ Before the passing 
of the new Act there is no doubt that, except when he 
sat as deputy for the commissioner, the registrar was 
“not an independent authority, but simply an officer 
of the commissioner,” and therefore the proper appeal 
from any decision of his was to the commissioner, not to 
the Court of Appeal (Ze Zuylor, 17 W. R. 389). But 
in the case of Lx parte Blair, Re Mackle, Lord Justice 
Giffard has decided that under section, 130 of the Act of 
1869, the registrar of a court of bankruptcy in respect 
of that portion of the pending business remitted to him 
by the Lord Chancellor under section 130, js in a wholly 
different position, He is as to all such business placed 
on the same footing as a commissioner under the old law, 
and an appeal lies from his decision to the Lords Justices. 

Another point wag also decided in the game ‘case more 
distinctly perhaps than it had been before ngmely, that 
the limitations of the Attorneys and Sol olti Act as to 
the period for taxing a solicitors’ bill of costs do not 
apply to the bill of the solicitor of a bankruptcy, but that 
his bill is properly taxable without any special order, 
notwithstanding that more than a year may have elapsed 
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REVIEWS. 


A Book of Chancery Costs : Comprising the Costs of Plaintiff 
and Defendant of Suit by Bill, Original Summons, on Special 
Motions, Special Petitions and Special Cases, A ppeiils, including 
Appeals to the House of Lords, Appointment of a Receiver 
and Passing his Account, Foreclosure Suit, the Trustee 
Relief Acts, the Companies Acts, with the Regulation as to 
the mode of Remunerating Official Liquidators, the Chari- 
table Trusts Acts, and Miscellaneous Matters, on the Lower 
and Higher Scales ; with an Appendix containing all the 
Orders of the Court of Chancery and of the County Courts 
under the County Courts Acts, 1865 and 1867, relating to 
Equitable Matters now in force, regulating Charges and 
Fees allowed and taken in the said respective Courts. By 
W. Ssaen, M.A., and Epen Kaye Grevi1te, Solicitors. 
Second Edition, carefully Revised and considerably En- 
larged by J. J. Bunninc, Managing Chancery Clerk. 
London: Wildy & Sons. 


When we have reprinted the title page of this work 
we have informed the reader what the work is and to what 
it extends. The changes which have taken place since the 
first edition was published in 1857 are an ample justifi- 
cation for a second. These tables of costs will be found 
very useful to solicitors. 





. COURTS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
Lorps JUSTICES. 


On taking his seat in court on Friday morning, JAMEs, 
LJ., said :— 

I cannot proceed to the business of the day without say- 
ing a few words on the sad event which has cast its black 
shadow over this court. 

During the short period in which I have been in this seat 

it has been my misfortune not to have sat by the side of my 
lamented colleague. Butit has been my happiness to have 
known him well, intimately and as a friend, from the 
very commencement of his professional life, and for many 
ae we sat side by side in the court of Vice-Chancellor 
Wood. He at the very outset obtained an amount of 
business, under which a mind of less strength might 
well have failed. But he applied himself to it with an 
industry which never to the end flagged. His acute in- 
tellect, sound judgment,,.and unsurpassed knowledge of 
legal, principles made him the safest of advisers to the 
numerous clients who sought his counsel. What his powers 
4s gn advocate were, those only know and can tell who, 
like, myself, were frequently engaged against him, and 
found how formidable an opponent he was. But he was not 
only a great lawyer and a great advocate; he was every inch 
an English gentleman ; and when, after many years of 
successful practice, he was elevated to the bench as Vice- 
Chancellor, and afterwards promoted to the office of Lord 
Justice, his elevation and promotion were received by his 
brethren with unanimous acclaim, and the whole pro- 
fession recognised in his appointments the just rewards 
of pure professional merits; honours and distinctions 
most worthily won and honourably bestowed. 

We all hoped that he had a long period of useful life be- 
fore him, and that in this court, and the Judicial Com- 
mittee of the Privy Council, the suitors, the profession, and 
the public would for many years have had the benefit of 
the great judicial qualities which had already made him as 
eminent as a judge as he had been distinguished as a counsel ; 
but it has seemed otherwise good to the Almighty Dis- 
poser of our lives. Tho loss to me who had hoped to have 
sat by him is very very great; it is scarcely less great to 
you who have practised before him. I know and feel that 

is tribute to his memory, which has come from the 
bottom of my heart, finds an answering echo in yours, 
May we in our respective careers be tho better for thinking 
of what he was in them before us. 


(Vice-Chancellor Sir R, Mats.) 

J ay 14,—Tho Vick-CHAncrxtor, on being informed that 
Lord Justice James was not sitting to-day in consequence of 
the death of his colleague, observed that if the judges 
‘of the court had consulted their own feolings they would 





not have taken their seats, but, in the pressure of business 
at this period of the year, they felt that there ought to be 
no ipterruption of the proceedings of the court. 





COURTS OF BANKRUPTCY. 
Lincoin’s-Inn-Frexps. 
(Before the Cuier Jupez.) 

July 13.—Re Vining. 

Alleged contempt of Court by a solicitor. 

This was an application on behalf of the creditors’ as- 
signee under the bankruptcy of Mr. George J. Vining, the 
former lessee of the Princess’ Theatre, calling upon Mr. 
William Shakespeare Webster, solicitor, to show cause why 
he should not be committed for contempt for refusing to 
answer certain questions put to him at a meeting appointed 
for the examination of himself and other witnesses touching 
the estate and dealings “of the bankrupt on the 21st June, 
such questioas having Been allowed by the registrar. 

It appeared that*the witness had been concerned for his 
father Mr. Benjamin Webster, the “landlord of the 
Princess’s Theatre, in certain matters. "A lease had been 
granted of the theatre to Mr. Vining, and, shortly before 
the date of the adjudication, Mr. Webster, in accordance 
with one of the provisions in the lease, had re-taken 

ession. At the examination sitting the witness was 
asked whether he took an inventory of the scenery and 
fixtures found at the theatre at the time of taking posses- 
sion, but he declined to say, on the ground that anything 
done ky Mr. Webster upon his own premises*could not 
form the subject of inquiry in-this court under the bank- 


| ruptey. But the Registrar held that the witness was bound 


to answer, and, as he still declined, the matter was referred 
to the Chief Judge. 

F. Knight in support of the application. 

Nicholson, for the witness, urged that the assignees had 
no right to institute a fishing examination for the pur- 

se of obtaining evidence in support of an action against 
Mr. B. Webster. 

The Court held that the witness was bound to answer 
the questions ae ae to him and that he had been 
very ill-advised in refusing to do so. The witness 
had no privileges that other of her Majesty's subjects had 
not, and, if he still declined to answer, he must be com- 
mitted. 

Nicholson said that the witness was prepared to give all 
necessary information upon the understanding that it 
should not be used in evidence in an action. 

The Cu1er Jcpce.—The witness has no right to impose 
any such term. I repeat that he has been very ill-advised. 

Eventually, the witness undertook to answer uncondi- 
tionally the questions proposed to him, and no order was 
made, except that the witness had to pay the costs: 

Solicitors for the assignees, Row!h § Stacey. 

The witness in person. 


(Before Mr. Registrar Murray). 

The case of Mr James Hardman Cotterill, solicitor, 
formerly in co-partnership with Mr. W. H. Cotterill, 
solicitor, of Throgmorton-street, who recently absconded, 
again came before the Court upon an application to restrain 
certain proceedings in Chancery instituted against the firm 
by a creditor named Hargreaves. An injunction until 
further order was ted, the debtor stating his entire 
ignorance of the malpractices in which Mr. W. U1. Cotterill 
had been en; a 

Reed, for the applicant. 

Solicitors, H. Linkater, Hackwood, § Addison. 


COUNTY COURTS. 
LIVERPOOL. 
(Before Serjeant Wurersr, Judge.) 
July 11.—Chwrch v. The Great Southern Sick and Burial 
Society: 

Insanity held to be sickness, within the meaning of the 
Friendly Societies Acts. R. 2. Manchester, 5 W. R. 29, and 
R. ev. Huddersfield, 5 W. RB. 629, commented ex. 

In this case, which was recently heard before his Honour, 
judgment was given yesterday as follows :— : 

Serjeant Wrerien.—The question raised in this case is, 
whether insanity is sicknoss or disease within the meaning of 
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the Friendly Societies Acts. The importance of the ques- 
tion at issue may be estimated from the fact that there are 
in England and Wales 20,006 sick and burial societies, with 
an aggregate of upwards of two millions of members. The 
plaintiff is a member of the defendants’ society, and his sub- 
scriptions have been fully paid. The object of the society, 
as stated in the rules, is, amongst other things, “to afford 
the usual aid in case of sickness,’ and according to a further 
rule a member visited with any kind of disease, whereby he 
is unable to follow his occupation or to-do any kind of 
work, is entitled to a weekly sick allowance according to 
the prescribed scale, which varies with the term of the ill- 
ness. After receiving relief for twelve months the right to 
it is suspended for a like period, except in certain specified 
cases. It is scarcely ne to say that the principle 
upon which all these societies are based is that by making 
periodical payments of limited amount in time of healtha 
working man may secure a fixed provision in seasons of 
sickness. The plaintiff, whose trade was that of a gasfitter, 
is now an inmate of the Lancaster Lunatic Asylum, and of 
course unable to follow his occupation or earn his living. 
He claims to be entitled to sick allowance under the rules, 
but the society, whilst waiving any objection of a technical 
kind, resist the claim because, as they allege, it does not 
fall within the scope of the society’s purposes. In justifica- 
tion of this view they appeal to the published opinion of 
the late lamented Mr. Tidd Pratt, the registrar of friendly 
societies, which is in effect that “in no ease of insanity 
would the managers be justified in giving relief to a member 
so afflicted.” And the reason assigned by that gentleman 
for this strong opinion is, to use his own language, that 
“ sickness means a state of bodily disease being a derange- 
ment of the functions of the body, and has no reference to 
lunacy, which is a derangement of the mental faculties.” 
Mr. Tidd Pratt also, in his treatise upon the law of friendly 
societies, has a note (see page 15) with reference to the 
word “sickness” as judicially interpreted under the Act 9 
& 10 Vict. c. 66, which interpretation he holds to apply 
equally to the existing Friendly Societies Act. Upon the 
construction of this word in the earlier Act, Mr. Tidd Pratt 
says it has been held that lunacy is not in any case to be 
regarded as sickness, and that by sickness is meant a state 
of bodily disease, being a derangement of the functions of 
the body. And he cites in support of his view Reg. v. Man- 
chester, 5 W. R. 20, and Reg. v. Huddersfield, 5 W. R. 629. 
And further, Mr. Tidd Pratt, in his annual official report 
upon friendly societies for the year 1866, reports Chief Jus- 
tice Erle to have used these words—* Sickness implies a 
morbid action of the body occasioned either by external 
violence or internal disease, and has no reference to lunacy, 
which is a disease of the mental faculties.” Now upon re- 
ferring to the reports of these cases, I find that the former 
of them (ig. v. Manchester) relates to the removal of a 
pauper lunatic, under the Act 9 & 10 Vict., and to the effect 
upon the power of removal of a particular section of that 
Act, which makes a pauper irremovable in respect of relief 
rendered necessary by sickness or accident not producing 
ermanent disability. The real point decided must relate 
ack to the single question discussed, and undoubtedly that 
did not involve the proposition (in fact it could not) 
that lunacy is not in any case to be regarded as sick- 
ness, nor did the court so decide. ith regard to 
the second case, The Queen vy. Huddersfield. It has 
really nothing to do with the present controversy, 
nor is any warrant to be found in it for the note to page 15 
of Mr. Pratt's treatise, or for the paragraph to which I 
have referred in his official report oft 1866; nor did Chief 
Justice Erle, as is —— say anything about lunacy. 
What he stated, according to the published reports of the 
cate, was that the word “ sickness” implies a morbid action 
A the body, occasioned either by external violence or b 
i disease, and that is the only remark which his 


—e made. I take for granted that to this dictum of the 


Chief Justice uo just exception can be taken, and that the 
right of an inssne person to relief from the sick fund of a 
gene way must end upon whether insanity is, or 
ie not bodily sickness. Mr. Tidd Pratt asserts it is not. I 
venture, % ing to the testimony of the best authorities 
in physiology, to think that itis. It is ne , in con- 

ig the question, to bear in mind the naborel and 
essential relations of mind and body. Every manifestation 
A mind in this life is made by and through the natural 
organ A the Wrain, and the mind is so influenced by the 
brain that the cmdition of the former is an invariable index 





to the constitution and condition of the latter. Henee a} 
causes of temporary or permanent disturbance in the health 
of those parts of the brain that manifest the mind producg 
in the same degree the signs of mental derangement ; anj 
vice versa, all symptoms of mental derangement indicate g 
roportionate disturbance in the sanitary state of the mind’; 
bodily organ, the brain. Some years since, when it was, 
common circumstance to examine the brain with the aig 
only of the naked eye, it was not possible in many cases to 
discover any appreciable lesions of brain structure which 
produce and accompany insanity. But now, by the recent 
application of the microscope, the minute structure of the 
brain is revealed, and pathologists can trace distinctly the 
very seat and nature of those morbid changes which ar 
the real essence of insanity. Henee Schroeder van der 
Kolk, an eminent German anatomist, says that “he dog 
not remember to have performed the dissection of a lunatic 
during the last twenty-five years without finding a satisfac. 
tory explanation of the phenonema observed during life,” 
If we glance back to the year 1831, when Dr. Andrew 
Combe published his work on mental derangement, we 
find this principle laid down—“ Every derangement of 
function is accompanied by disorder either in the structure 
or mode of action of the organ which performs it, and 
without the removal or cure of which the function cannot 
be restored to its healthy state. From ignorance of or 
want of confidence in the fact that the brain is the medium 
for manifesting mind, our predecessors were contented to 
re mental derangement as an affection of the immaterial 
principle of mind, or as a particular dispensation of Provi- 
dence, which they could not be expected either to under. 
stand or to remedy; and accordingly, while this view 
continued to influence their practice, all sorts of barbarous 
and useless measures were adopted against the miserable 
patients.” The same author observes—“ Sight is never 
impaired or hearing destroyed unless the organs which 
execute those functions are diseased, and in like manner 
thought and feeling are never deranged unless the cerebral 
organs by which they are manifested have undergone some 
morbid change. The latest expression of authoritative opinion 
upon this subject is by Dr. Maudsley, in his Gulstonian lec- 
tures “On the Relations Between Body and Mind,” deli- 
vered this year at the Royal College of Physicians. That 
gentleman thus speaks—“I have given a survey of the 
physiology of our mental functions, showing how indis- 
solubly they are bound up with the bodily functions, and 
how barren must of necessity be a study of mind apart from 
body. T now propose to show that the phenomena of mental 
derangement bear out fully this view of its nature, that wo 
have not to deal with disease of a metaphysical entity which 
the method of inductive inquiry cannot reach or the re- 
sources of medical art cannottouch, but with disease of the ner- 
vous system disclosing itself by physical and mental symp- 
toms.” Itseems then that the question in this case is concluded 
both by reasoning and medical testimony, and it appears 
to me that insanity is just as much bodily disease as ysis 
and apoplexy, which are notoriously affections of the brain, 
are admitted to be bodily disease. It has been suggested, I 
see, in the Lancet, that in cases of insanity the right of re- 
lief out of the sick fund ought, on account of the usually 
chronic character of the malady, to be made subject to a 
special limit in point of time. at matter I leave to others 
to whom its decision properly belongs. All that remains 
for me to do is to give effect to the conclusion to which, 
after much eonsideration, I have come, and to direct that a 
verdict be entered for the plaintiff for the sum claimed. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun James Jounson, Q.U., recorder of Chichester, 
has been elected assistant chairman of the West Sussex 
Quarter Sessions, vice the hon. J. J. Carnegie, who has been 
elected chairman in the place of Mr. J. M. Uobbett, barris- 
ter-at-law, resigned. Mr. Johnson is the son of the late 
William Johnson, Eeq., of the Pallant, Chichester, and was 
born in June, 1812. He was educated at Winchester, and 
was called to the bar at the Middle Tomple in June, 1836, 
becoming a member ot the Homo Circuit, In August, 1863, 
he was appointed recorder of Chichester, and was created 
Queen's Counsel and nominated a bencher of his Inn in 
1864, 

Mr, Ricnany Sewann Peancs, solicitor, of Southampton, 
has been clected town clork of that borough, in snocession 
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-to Mr. ©. E. Deacon, resigned. Mr. Pearce, who was in 
ership with Mr. Deacon, was admitted in 1856, and 
acted for many years as deputy town clerk of South- 
:ampton. 

Mr. James Campzy Laycock, solicitor, of Huddersfield, 
has been appointed clerk to the magistrates of that borough, 
which has recently received a separate commission of the 

. Mr. Laycock (who is a member of the firm of 
Les, Dyson, & Laycock) was certificated in 1819, and 
also fills the office of clerk to the West Riding magistrates 
sitting at Huddersfield, © 


Mr. Bensamin Terry, solicitor, of Bradford, has been ap- 
pointed by the Bradford magistrates to conduct public prose- 
cutions forthat borough. Sometime ago Mr. Terry received 

the same appointment from the magistrates of the division 

of East Morley. Mr. Terry (who is a member of the firm 
of Terry & Robinson) was admitted in 1843, and is an alder- 
man of Bradford. 


Mr. Wit11aM Smitu, solicitor, of Dartmouth, has been 
appointed, by the Chief Justice of the colony of Victoria, a 
commissioner of the Supreme Court of that colony for 
taking affidavits in England. 

Mr, Joun Peep, M.A., Solicitor, of Whittlesea, Cam- 
‘bridgeshire, has been _— clerk and collector to the 

- Commissioners of the Neme Wash Lands, vice Mr. George 
Moore Smith, Solicitor, deceased. Mr. Peed was admitted 
in Michaelmas Term, 1858, and is a member of the Incor- 
porated Law Society, and of the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association, 

Mr. Henry Nicuouts Knort, Solicitor (firm of A. W. 
& H.N. Knott), Worcester, has been appointed clerk to the 
Bromyard Board of Guardians. Mr. Knott was admitted 
in 1865, and is a member of the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association. 

Mr, Jutes Lovis Coun, barrister-at-law, of the Mauri- 
tius, has been gazetted as Procureur and Advocate-General 
of that island. Mr. Colin was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in June, 1850, and in 1857 was appointed 
district and stipendiary magistrate of the Rivitre du Reme- 
.part, Mauritius. In 1869 he was appointed Procureur and 
Advocate-General of the Mauritius, to which appointment 
he has only now been gazetted. ‘The emoluments of the 
office are £1,350 per annum. 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Tue Law Crasses at Kino’s CoLiece. 


Sir,—In his speech at the recent meeting of the Legal 
Education Association as reported by you (ante p. 741), 
Sir Roundell Palmer mentions that I had told him that the 
law classes at King’s College were languishing, and “ were 
not likely to be permanently maintained, unless there was 
something which could give them the value they ought to 
have in these institutions, which had the power of granting 
admission to practice.” Will you allow me to state 
through your columns, first, that in the hope that our ma- 
chinery for legal instruction may now be utilised by the 
association, we shall keep on foot all the law classes at 
King’s College; secondly, that as I told Sir Roundell 
Palmer, one of the law classes, that in connection with the 
evening class department, has taken root, and flourishes ; 
and thirdly, that an eminent firm in the City has under- 
taken to givea prize of £10 to the best student in law 
during the winter session of 1870—71, which commences 


in October next. 
ce Joun Outier, Prof. of Law, K.C.L. 
4, New-squaro, July 11. 


Tue Incorroraten Law Socisry. 


Sir,—I was pleased to road your observations in last 
woek’s Selicitors’ Journal upon tho result of the meeting of 
solicitors held at tho Guildhall ‘Tavern, and I am still more 
glad to find that at last the solicitors have taken up the 
a which has required ventilation for a very long time 
iY } but to my great surprise, on making inquiries to-day, 

am informed that tho candidates who were nominated by 
the committee appointed at that mooting have decided not 
to stand for election on tho 10th inat. Surely, Six, if, as I am 
credibly informed, those candidates signified their assent to 
aot in writing before thoir namos were sent into the Incor 





porated Law Society by the committee, there must be some 
“back stairs’’ influence at work to induce them to adopt 
this course, and the sooner the subject is* investigated the 
better for all parties concerned. © : 

Of course, if it is a fact that the gentlemen in question 
have determined not to stand for election, it is now too late 
to nominate others, and so the nominees of the council, or 
rather as they are pleased to term them, “the gentlemen 
whose candidature is approved of by the council,” will step in 
without opposition. Surely this is only another argument 
in favour of the resolution which was arrived.at at the 
meeting in question. 


July 14, AntI-STARCHAMBER. 





UNQUALIFIED PRACTITIONERS. 


Sir,—I observe that, at the recent meeting at the Guild- 
hall Coffee-house, animadversion was freely indulged in 
against the Council of the Incorporated Law Society for 
not putting down ungualified practitioners. In your issue, 
also, of the previous week a gentleman, writing as to the 
Legal Education Association, went out of his way to lay a 
similar indictment against the Council. In your observa- 
tions upon the proceedings at the Guildhall Coffee-house 
meeting you, with your usual sense of justice, say that ‘‘ it 
is easier to say that such and such a one ought to be pro- 
ceeded against than to carry the idea into execution.” 
have been induced by these remarks to refer to the statutes 
bearing on this question, and I think, ifthe gentlemen who 
so freely attacked the Council had done the same they would 
have arrived at the same conclusion as that to which you 
have come. ; 

I find that the provisions against unqualified practitioners 
in the two -Attorneys and Solicitors Acts, are sections 2, 
82 and 35 of 6 &7 Vict. c. 73, and section 26 of 23 & 24 
Vict. c. 127, and these sections certainly provide a practi- 
cable mode of proceeding against offenders. The provisions 
of these sections, however, are confined entirely to prac- 
tising in the various courts. Now we all know that the 
courts are not the preserves in which these poachers seek 
their game. The difficulties there are tov obvious. In 
fact, the chairman at the meeting in question alluded only 
to ‘‘lawstationers, accountants and others,” and it appears 
that the class of business with which these persons interfere 
only brings them under the penalties of the Stamp Acts, 
and we all know that those penalties can only be recovered 
by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue. The speaker 
and the writer to whom I have alluded do not say that they 
have satisfied themselves that the inactivity of which they 
complain does rest with the Council, and does not rest at 
Somerset House, if it exists at all. 

Farr Pray. 








PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 

July 8—The Evidence Further Amendment Act (1809) 
Amendment Bill.—Lord Penzance moved the second reading, 
explaining that its object was to extend to arbitrations and 
other proceedings the provision of an Act of last session, 
enabling persons who objected to take an oath to make a 
selemn declaration.—The bill was read a second time. 

The Beneyices Resignation Bill—The Bishop of Winches- 
ter proposed the third reading of this bill, with a new clause, 
drawn up by the Lord Chancellor, with re; to lunatic 
clergymen. The bill would place chial clergymen in 
much the same position as that of bishops under the Act of 
last session, and he received letters from them every day 
expressing great anxiety that it should pass.—Earl Stan- 
hope believed tho operation of the bill would be beneficial 
to the Church, but it differed from the Bishops’ Resigna- 
tion Act in being a permanent measure.—The Duke of 
Buckingham, while admitting the desirability of making 
some provision for worn-out clergymen who wished to be 
relieved from their duties, thought some minimum of ser- 
vice should be laid down as a condition of a retiring pen- 
sion. It should be considered, moreover, whether an 
inoumbent could properly discharge his duties and meet all 
claims upon him if his income was reduced by several 
hundreds a year by the pension of his predecessor, There 
was nothing, indeed, in the bill to prevent two retiring pen- 
siona,from being in operation in a single parish at the same 
time, ‘The bill would not de applicable to mall lvings un- 
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less there was some scheme of augmentation. The compo- 
sition of the commission by which the pensions were to be 
awarded also required consideration, for under the bill as it 
stood the voice of the parishioners would not be heard 
except through the commissioner nominated by the patron, 
which would in many cases be insufficient. He thought 
further time should be allowed for the consideration of the 
measure.—The Duke of Richmond said most of the clauses 
required such amendments that they would be hardly 
recognisable.—Debate adjourned. 

The Irish Land Bill.—Third reading.—Lord Clancarty 
considered the bill as seriously touching on the rights of 
property ; it took from the landlord to give to the tenant, 
which would cause jealousy between the classes, Still, as a 
landlord, he would try to make it work well.—The Earl of 
Granard regarded it as a boon, in that it legalised prin- 
ciples on which good landlords had always acted.—Lord 
Oranmore still regarded it as an unmixed injury to Ireland. 
—The bill was read a third time. 

Lord Granville said that the clause proposed by Lord 
Kimberley on the report, enabling a tenant to claim com- 
pensation under a higher term of the scale, by basing his 
claim ona portion only of his rent, did not satisfy the 
Opposition ; and as the Government were not in a posi- 
tion to make any other proposal, he should reserve the 
question for the consideration of the other House.—Lord 
Cairns and Lord Salisbury said the Government had pro- 
mised to bring up a new clause on the third reading. —Lord 
Kimberley thought not ; he was willing to adopt the clause 
as he had moved it on the report.—The offer was not ac- 
cepted, and the subject droppedi—A proposal by Lord 
Longford to leave out the words “and reclamation of 
land” in clause 3 (Improvement compensation), was nega- 
tived.— The Lord Chancellor said it would be unjust to make 
a tenant responsible for rent due or for breaches of cove- 
nant committed by a predecessor from whom he derived 
title by o assignment with the landlord’s consent, 
because the landlord could get everything from the assignor. 
He, therefore, proposed to insert the words “‘ from whom he 
derives by operation of law.”—Lord Cairns said this would 
enable tenants in arrear, and who had committed breaches 
of covenant to assign to newcomers who would be able to 
claim full compensation allowance, and so the landlord’s 
rights would be defeated. It went far beyond the Ulster 
custom.—Lord O'Hagan said the amendment would not 
deprive the landlord of any just right he now had ; he 
might sue in ejectment or distrain.—Lord Salisbury said 
it would allow a man to get rid of his mortgage by as- 
signing his land. The amendment was negatived.—Lord 
Dunsany moved to add the following to the other ex- 
ceptions in clause 5 :—“t Where any holdingshall have been 
in the occupation of the landlord or his predecessor in title 
immediately before the tenancy under which the claim is 
made by the tenant.’’—Lord Cairns said the case was alread 
provided for in the bill withdrawn.—The Earl of Limeric 
proposed an amendment; the object of which was to enact, 
in regard to the future only and not to the past, that if a 
new tenant, with the permission of his landlord, paid any- 
thing for goodwill, he should get the landlord’s consent in 
writing.— Negatived.—Earl Granville moved to substitute a 
new clause, defining the cases in which evidence is to be 
deemed disturbance. The bill then passed. 
ain Protection of Inventions Bill was read a third time 


July 11.—The Dividends and Stock Bill ed th h 
ly ill pass roug 


_ July 12.—The Benefices Resignation Bill.—Adjourned de- 
bate on third reading —The Duke of Richmond said the 
bill would materially interfere with the rights of patrons as 
well as with the interests of the Church; it was an exceed- 
ingly bad bill—The Archbishop of York, the Bishop of 
inchester, and the ep of Gloucester, supported the 
bill.—Third reading carried by a majority of 29 to 18.—It 
then appeared that several verbal amendments were neces- 
sary ; and, in eeiorer, one ~ = a was misplaced. 
These errors hay amen Lord 
the Dill passed. ing ry the Chancellor, 


July 14.—University Tests Bill.—Second reading carried 
by « majority of 95 to 79. 

The Benefices Bill.—The Duke of Marlborough said the 
bill had been passed by the House of Commons with 
singular unanimity, but since it had been read a second 
time by their Lordships he found that objections were 





entertained to some of its provisions by noble lords on both 
sides of the House. He would therefore move to disc 

the order for going into committee ; and next session 
would move for a select committee to inquire in what wa: 
the existing law ought to be amended.—Lerd Romilly saj 
everyone who knew the practice of the House of Commons 
was aware that it sometimes passed a bill without giving 
it any eonsideration, relying on their Lordships to throw it 
out. Hon. members said, “ The Lords will throw it out 
if it be not a fit bill,” so that the fact of the bill now before 
their Lordships having been passed by the House of Com. 
mons with such, singular unanimity was a compliment to 
their Lordships’ House rather than a reason why the bill 
should be passed by their Lordships.—The order for com- 
mittee was then discharged. 

The Charitable Funds Investment Bill was read a second 
time. 

The Lord Chancellor’s Judicial Committee of the P rivy 
Council Bili was read a first time. 

HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

June 8.—The <Accountant-General in Chancery. — Mr. 
Salt asked the Secretary to the Treasury whether it was in 
contemplation to remove the entire or any part of the busi- 
ness of the Accountant-General in Chancery to the Bank 
of England ; if this was not the case, whether it would be 
possible to arrange for the payment of Chancery dividend 
and annuity warrants at the Bank of England from the 
20th. of August to the 28th of October,. during which 
period (with the exception of three days) the office of the 
Accountant-General in Chancery was closed; and whether 
it was intended to fill up the office of Accountant-General 
when the next vacancy occurred.—Mr. Stansfeld said it 
was not in contemplation to remove any part of the 
business of the Accountant-General in Chancery to the 
Bank of England, nor was there any formed and 
definite present intention on the part of the Government 
to alter the arrangements for the conduct of business 
in that department. It would be premature to express 
any opinion on the subject of giving up the office of 
Accountant-General should it become vacant—a contin- 
gency which was not very likely to occur ; but he could 
not conceive how the business could be conducted without 
some officer in an analogous position. He might add that 
in his opinion the present arrangements for the conduct 
of the business, especially during the long vacation were 
unreasonable, and required modification and improves 
ment. The whole subject of the organisation of the office 
was being considered by the Lord Chancellor and the 
Treasury, and he hoped and believed that some practical 
conclusion would be come to which would remove the in- 
conveniences to which his hon. friend’s question referred. 

Friendly Societies. —Mr. Richards moved ‘‘ That an hum- 
ble address be presented to her Majesty praying that she 
will be graciously pleased to issue a royal commission to 
inquire into the existing state of the law relating to friendly 
societies.” It was felt by those interested in this subject 
that nothing short of a royal commission would answer the 
purpose. One large society—the Liver Society of Liver- 
pool—thought legislation necessary, and they even prepared 
a bill last session, which, however, was not brought for- 
ward, The directors of that society would prefer an inquiry 
by a select committee, but they said that so many remarks 
had been made on friendly societies in general, and burial 
societies in particular, that they would offer no opposition 
to the appointment of a royal commission. As, however, 
it was not unlikely that a great many discharged servants 
ro make statements injurious to the society, they wished 
to be represented by counsel in order that the evidence 
—— be thoroughly sifted.—Mr. Hardy said the Registrar 
of Friendly Societies had stated that out of some 28,000 or 
25,000 of them hardly twenty were solvent. After such a 
statement everyone must admit that the Legislature ought 
to interfere. Out of the 82,000 in-door paupers upwards of 
4,000 had been mémbers of friendly societies, which ought 
to have provided for them instead of allowing them to go on 
the parish. —Mr. Bruce, on the part of the Government, 
said that was impossible, after aot what had been 
written on this eg by those who had looked very closely 
into it, not to admit that it required consideration, while 
there was a = concurrence of opinion that inquiry 
must precede legislation. It was well worthy of considera- 
tion whether building societies should be included in the 
motion.—Motion agreed to. 
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The Life at Sea Bill and The Public Prosecutors (Re-com- 
mitted) Bill were withdrawn. 

The Wine and Beerhouse Act (1869)}] Amendment Bill.— 
The Lords’ amendments were agreed to. 

The Game Laws Amendment Bill was withdrawn. - 

The Stamp Duties Bill.Amendments considered and 


to. 

The Ecclesiastical Patronage Bill was read a second time. 

The Clerical Disabilities Bitli—Amendments considered 
and agreed te, 

July 12.—The Irish Land Bill.—Consideration of the 
Lords’ amendments.—Mr. Gladstone said the Government 
in effect.agreed to all the amendments except the alterations 
in the scale of compensations, the shortening of the dis- 
pensing or alternative lease from thirty-one to twenty-one 
years, the clause relating to permissive registration of im- 
provements, and certain portions of the clause defining what 
is and what is not to be considered disturbance by the act 
of the landlord.— Mr. C. Fortescue moved to disagree with 
the Lords’ amendment of the scale of compensation.— 
Amendment rejected by a majority of 146 to 55.—Mr. C. 
Fortescue also obtained the re-insertion of the provision 

iving the tenant the option of claiming on the lower scale 
of rent.—Mr. C. Fortescue proposing to agree to the amend- 
ment relating to the building of labourers’ cottages, Mr. 
Maguire, Mr. Synan, Mr. Murphy and others opposed it.— 
The amendment was upheld by a majority of 396 to 29.— 
In the clause as to length of the lease which shall 
bar claim, the original term of thirty-one years 
was substituted for twenty-one, the limit fixed in 
the House of Lords, by a majority of 262 to 186.— 
Registration of Improvements: To the clause which the 
Lords had inserted, Mr. Samuelson proees an addition 
requiring the joint action of landlord and tenant, which 
was adopted by the Government.—Sir Roundell Palmer 
and Dr. Ball objected that this made the clause inopera- 
tive; carried by a majority of 249 to 186, and the amend- 
ment thus amended was agreed to.—Definition of distur- 
bance in holding: Mr. Fortescue said that the Government 
would agree with the Lords in adding ‘‘breach of any 
condition against assignment, subletting, bankruptcy, or 
insolvency ” to the causes of ejectment which are not to 
be deemed disturbance ; but they would not agree to the 
omission of the words giving the Court the power to decide 
that they shall be so deemed on special grounds. The 
first was assented to without opposition, but on the second 
Mr. Disraeli cages, and ona division the words struck 
out by the Lords were restored by a majority of 248 to 
171.—The remaining amendments were agreed. to. 

Forgery.—Mr. Stansfeld introduced a bill further to 
amend the law relating to indictable offences by forgery. 

Repeal of Obsolete or Consolidated ills.—Mr. Stansfeld 
introduced a bill. 

The Party Processions (Ireland) Bill was, on the order 
for committee, thrown out by a majority of 121 to 46. 

The Adsconding Debtors Bill passed through committee. 

The Clerical Disabilities Bill—Third reading carried by 
a majority of 95 to 18. 

‘ July 13.—The Sites for Places of Worship Bill was with- 
rawn. 

The Permissive Prohibitory Liquor Bilt was thrown out on 
the second reading by a majority of 121 to 90. 
fi The Churehwardens Liabilities Bill was read a second 

ime. 

The Burial Bill.—Committee.—Clause 1 (Notice to incum- 
bent of intention to bury in the churchyard without the rites 
ofthe Established church).—Mr. Goldney proposed anamend- 
ment limiting the operation of the clause to churchyards where 
the deceased, reviously to the passing of the bill, would 
have had a right of interment.—Mr. G. 0. Morgan objected 
to the amendment, as being unnecessary.—Negatived by a 
majority of 143 to 89.—Mr. Collins moved to omit the words 
‘or graveyards,”—Mr, Sclater-Booth proposed an amend- 
ment prohibiting the performance of Divine service within 
the churchyard by other than ministers of the Church of 
England.—Mr. Baines opposed the amendment.—Mr. Hey- 
gate and Mr. 0. Gore supported it.—Mr. Cave expressed 
hope that it was not proposed to allow Roman Catholics 
to perform their burial services in the churchyard ; if they 
Were there would no doubt be most painful disturbances, as 

ad occurred in the south of England, in consequence of 
attempts to introduce into a parish churchyard the extra- 
Vagant services of a body commonly called ritualistic. — 





Mr. 0. Morgan considered the amendment affected the 
whole principle of the bill.—Debate adjourned. 





REPORT OF THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON RAIL- 
WAY ACCIDENTS. 

The Select Committee appointed to inquire into the law 
and the administration of the law of compensation for acci- 
dents as applied to railway companies, and also to inquire 
whether any and what precautions ought to be adopted by 
railway companies with a view to prevent accidetits, 
have agreed to the following report, dated 7th July, 1870 *— 

Your committee commenced the inquiry entrusted ‘to 
them by receiving the evidence of several gentlemen acting 
in different capacities in the management of railways, and 
hearing from them the defects in the law of which they 
considered that the railway companies had reason to com- 
plain. The committee also, through their chairman, ad- 
dressed a communication to the chiefs of the courts of com- 
mon law, requesting the advice and assistance of the judges 
in the prosecution of the inquiry, and the résult is that four 
judges have given to the committee the benefit of their 

owledge and experience. 

Application was also made to the Board of Trade, and, ‘in 
consequence, two of the inspectors who are in the habit of 
investigating the causes of railway accidents, were deputed 
by the office, and have given evidence. 

It will be convenient, in the first place, to refer to the 
law upon the subject. The legal liabilities of railway com- 
panies for accidents may be divided into two heads. First, 
the liability to persons who are not passengers, with whom 
the railway companies have not entered into anything in 
the nature of a contract ; and secondly, the liability of the 
companies to passengers who have paid for their tickets, 
and with whom. consequently, the companies have entered 
into a contract. 

It may, however, be observed, that though the liability in 
the two cases depends upon a different principle of law, the 
difference in practice, as the law is now administered, is not 
great, for in each case the liability of companies for injuries 
caused by the negligence of their servants is unlimited, 
and in each case the damages (if not made the subject of 
an agreement) are assessed by a jury. In the case of the 
person, not a passenger, with whom there is no contract, 
the liability rests upon the general law, which law is ap- 
plicable to private individuals as well as to companies, 
though the railway companies complain that it is adminis- 
tered against them, by the intervention of juries, with much 
greater severity than it is administered against private in- 
dividuals. 

Under this law a master or employer, whatever care he 
may have taken in the selection of his servant, is liable to 
the full extent of any injury done by such servant within 
the line of his duty. This unlimited liability was, until 
recent times, considerably modified by another somewhat 
technical rule of law, to the effect that no action for 
damages could be maintained after death for an injury done 
during life ; or, as the rule was expressed, actio personalis 
moritur cum persona, 

This modification was abolished in the year- 1846 by 
statute 9 & 10 Vict. c. 93, commenly called Lord Camp- 
bell’s Act. And it may be observed that this change did 
not arise from anything connected with railway: accidents 
in particular, but probably from a feeling that the rule 
rested upon no sound foundation. 

One of her Majesty’s counsel, examined before the com- 
mittee, has expressed a strong opinion concerning the in- 
justice of the general law ; and submitted that the master 
ought not to be mulcted in civil damages to any extent for 
the negligence of a servant except in the same case as that in 
which he would now be liable criminally, that is to say, 
when he himself has, by his own negligence or default, con- 
tributed to the injury. This view has not, however, been 
confirmed by the opinion of other witnesses ; and tho 
there is some difficulty in giving a reason why a perfectly 
innocent person should be Hable to an unlimited extent for 
an accident caused by the negligence of his servant, acting 
(as it might be will) contrary to his orders, yet your com- 
mittee do not feel themselves in a position to recommend 
such an alteration of the law. 

The liability, however, of a railway company with respect 
to gers, rests upon an implied contract, and it is well 
worth the consideration of the House whether the present 
interpretation of this contract is fair to the railway com- 
pinies or beneficial to the public. 
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The Railway Commissioners of 1867 thus express them- 
selves on this part of the subject : ‘‘On the other hand, it 
should not be forgotten that there is an important distinc- 
tion between damages for injuries inflicted by a mere wrong- 
doer, and for contingencies resulting from the failure to 
perform a contract which the person injured willingly 
entered into, knowing that it was attended with a certain 
risk.” 
The railway companies complain of the interpretation 
put by the law upon these contracts with their passengers, 
and say that the liability imposed upon them bears no 
relation to the sums paid to them, and that they have no 
power of charging a higher fare to a passenger with.re- 
spect to whom they incur a great risk than to a passenger 
with respect to whom the risk is comparatively small. 

It does not seem clear whether a railway company 
could legally by notice given to such passenger, affect the 
interpretation the law now puts upon the contract, and 
thus diminish their liability; but the practical difficulties 
incident to such a step would probably be found insuper- 
able. The railway companies complain as much (if not 
more) of the administration of the present law as of the 
alleged injustice of the law itself. They say that unreason- 
able and excessive damages are awarded against them by 
juries, that great frauds are constantly practised upon them, 
that costs incident to the settlement of claims are made 
extravagantly high, and that of the very large sums paid 
by them, partly for costs and partly for damages, a large 
— is dissipated, and does no good to the claimants. 

hey say that inthe arrangement of claims without the aid of 
the court, they are prejudiced, and cumpelled to pay much 
more than is fair and reasonable by the power which the 
claimants possess of forcing the company into court, and 
compelling them to pay the costs on both sides. 

Although the evidence given by the judges fails to bear 
out these complaints to the full extent, your committee are 
of opinion that many of these complaints are well founded, 
and that there are objections to the present administration 
of the law, of which the companies have reason to complain. 

The railway companies suggest as a remedy for these 
evils, that a fixed limit upon the extent of their liability 
should be imposed by the Legislature, and that persons 
estimating the risk at a higher sum than that for which 
the companies are made liable, should be entitled to insure 
on reasonable terms made obligatory upon the company. 
The companies further suggest that some change should be 
made in the nature of the tribunal to adjudicate upon 
claims, and that the assessment of damages should not be 
left, as at present, to the decision of a jury. 

In support of the suggestion, that a limit should be placed 
upon the liability, it may be mentioned, in the first place, 
that in the year 1830, by statute 11 Geo. 4, & 1 Will, 4, 
c. 8, commonly called the ‘‘ Carriers Act,” the Legislature 
fixed the sum of £10 as the liability of carriers for the con- 
veyance of goods and parcels, and imposed, when persons 
who wished to hold the carrier liable for a larger sum, the 
necessity of paying an additional sum for the conveyance. So, 
also, in the year 1854, by the Railway and Canal Traffic 
Act (17 & 18 Vict. c. 31), the liability of railway companies 
for the carriage of horses, cattle, and sheep was limited, so 
that a company is now liable only te the extent of £50 for 
a horse ; but the owner of the horse may, if he think fit, 
increase the liability by declaring the value he puts upon 
the horse, and paying an additional sum. The two prin- 
ciples contended for by the railway companies—namely, the 
limit of the liability and the decision of disputed claims 
by arbitration—have been adopted by the Legislature in 
the case of what are called workmen’s trains. The 
history of these workmen’s trains has been given in 
evidence before the committee, and it would appear that the 
experiment has been satisfactory. ‘The theory was, that as 
the railway companies disturbed a certain number of work- 
ing people, who were obliged to remove into suburban 
districts, it was right that the railway companies should 
place these people in as good a condition as they had 
formerly been in by giving them the advantage of very 
cheap conveyance to and from their work. 

The railway companies, in accepting this obligation, 
stipulated in return that the liability with respect to these 
trains should be limited, and that claims arising in respect 
of accidents occurring upon these trains should be settled 
by arbitration. This stipulation was assented to, and it 
was accordingly enacted, ‘‘That the liability of the com- 
pany under any claim to compensation for injury or other- 





wise in respect of each passenger travelling with such 
tickets as aforesaid, shall be limited to a sum not exceedi 
£100, and the amo nt of compensation payable in respect 
of any passenger so injured shall be determined by an 
arbitrator to be appointed by the Board of Trade, and not 
otherwise.” 

The Royal Commissioners in their report recommend that 
workmen’s trains on this principle of limited liability shoulj 
run in and out of every manufacturing town. 

Your committee recommend that facilities should be given 
for the extension of the system, and that provision should be 
made to enable railway companies to establish workmen's 
trains without the necessity of applying to Parliament for 
the purpose. 

With respect to the ordinary traffic of passengers, the 
recommendation of the Royal Commissioners is in the fol. 
lowing terms :— 

We recommend that, on the one hand, railway companies 
should be absolutely responsible for all injuries arising in 
the conveyance of passengers, except those due to their own 
negligence ; and that, on the other hand, the liability of the 
calbeny companies be limited within a maximum amount of 
compensation for each class of fares. 

With respect to these recommendations, your committee 
propose an alteration in the tribunal before which cases of 
railway accidents for the future should be heard. They 
are of opinion that trial by jury does not in these cases 
work satisfactorily ; and they recommend that for the future 
a court should be established for the trial of these cases 
without a jury, which would be sufficiently strong to secure 
the confidence of the public, and which should possess ade 
quate legal experience, and be assisted by engineering and 
medical advice. They recommend to the careful considera. 
tion of her Majesty’s Government the best mode of consti- 
tuting such a tribunal. All disputed claims for damages 
arising out of railway accidents shall be made to such 
court, which shall have power, if it thinks fit, to institute an 
inquiry on the spot. 

The costs shall in all cases, when the claimant recovers 
damages, be Lorne by the company, except when the com- 
pany shall have tendered a sum equal to or larger than the 
sum recovered, in which case the costs shall be in the dis- 
cretion of the court. 

Notices of possible or probable claims shall be given to 
the company within a limited specified time from the date 
of the accident; in default thereof no claim shall be esta- 
blished. 

Should this tribunal be established, your committee see 
no reason for altering the present system of unlimited 
liability. In the event of the tribunal remaining as now, 
your committee are of opinion that the liability should be 
limited as follows, viz., in the case of 


£& 
lst Class Passengers ... au a 1,000 
2nd ae *9 aii ae “a8 500 
3rd spt aS ee us Ai 300 
Your committee further think that if this limitation is 
conceded, the public should have power of insuring with 
the company, for an additional sum of £3,000 in the Ist 
class, £2,000 in the 2nd class, £900 in the 3rd class, ata 
reasonable charge not exceeding 3d. for £1,000 in the lst 
class, 2d. for £500 in the 2nd class, and 1d. for £300 in 
the 3rd class, for the journey. 


(Then follows a recommendation of the block system of 
signalling, which we omit. ] 








OBITUARY. 


THE LORD JUSTICE GIFFARD. 

Those who happened to be in the Lords Justices’ Court 
on the first day of last Michaelmas Term will not have for- 
gotten the simple, unaffected, yet expressive language in 
which allusion was made by the presiding judge to the death 
of the Lord Justice Selwyn. The presidi udge was the 
Lord Justice Giffard, who has now himself been cut off in 
the prime of life. The Lord Justice was the son of Admiral 
Giffard, by Susannah, daughter of Sir John Carter, and 
was born at Portsmouth in 1813. He was educated at 
Winchester and at New College, Oxford, and. was called to 
the bar in 1840, He was soon well known in the courts of 
equity, and for many years he was among the very first of 
the junior counsel at the Chancery bar. It was not until 
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1859 that he applied for and obtained asilk gown: He 
attached himself to the court of the present Lord Chancellor, 
then Vice-Chancellor, Sir William Page Wood, where he 
ved as successful within as he had been behind the bar. 
n March, 1868, he was offered and accepted the Vice-Chan- 
cellorship, which Sir William Page Wood had vacated on 
being made Lord Justice, and within ten months afterwards 
—viz., in December, 1868, he again succeeded Sir William 
Page Wood as Lord Justice on the promotion of the latter 
to the Woolsack. 
Just after the late Lord Justice was made a Queen's 
ounsel he was seriously ill, and was long absent from court, 
and though he had apparently recovered his health the re- 


oollection of his former illness naturally increased the anxiety } 


of his friends when he was again attacked a few weeks ago. 
Their anxiety was too well founded. He died on Wednesday, 
the 13th instant, in the fifty-seventh year of his age. 

His numerous clients, his friends at the bar, and those who 
in any capacity came before him while on the bench, can 
alike testify to the high legal powers of the Lord Justice 
Giffard. e present age has witnessed few men more 
learned in the law, especially in mercantile law, or more 
quick in applying its principles, and that in no narrow, 
technical manner, to the facts of a particular case. While a 
junior he seldom made a speech, and as a leader he never 
affected display. On the other hand his terse style, ever 
directed to the real point, was well adapted to argument, 
and deserved and obtained great weight with the Court, 
while those who have listened to or perused his judgments 
know in what precise and forcible language his equally pre- 
cise and forcible ideas were expressed. 

In politics the late Lord Justice was a decided but mode- 
rate Liberal. He never sought a seat in Parliament, and 
he obtained his appointment as Vice-Chancellor from a 
‘Conservative Government. 

The Lord Justice was no mere lawyer. His refined and 

cultivated taste, combined with considerable learning in 
many departments of knowledge, made him an agreeable 
companion, and long as he will be remembered as a counsel, 
an advocate, and a judge, still longer will his friends dwell 
on his social qualities: There are many men at the bar who 
recall with pleasure the days passed in his pupil-room, the 
popularity of which was as much due to his kindly manner 
towards them as it was to the quantity of work to be found 
in his chambers, and the style in which it was done. He 
endeared himself to all members of the profession with 
whom he came in contact, and to know him in private 
life was justly deemed a privilege. In short, of all who 
knew him there is not one who, as he mourns over the 
loss to the profession and the public, does not feel that he 
has a friend less in the world. 
_ Sir G. M. Giffard was born at his father’s official residence 
in Portsmouth Dockyard, he became a fellow of his college, 
and married, several years after his call to the bar, Maria, 
second daughter of Mr. Charles Pilgrim, of Kingfield, 
Southampton. The Rector of Long Ditton, near Surbiton, 
is a brother of the late Lord Justice. 


MR. SERJEANT KINGLAKE. 

John Alexander Kinglake, Esq., Serjeant-at-Law, M.P. for 
Rochester, and Recorder of Bristol, died on the 8th of July, at 
his town residence in St. George’s-square, after a short illness. 
He was the son of the late Robert Kinglake, Esq., M.D., 
of Taunton, by Joanna, daughter of Anthony Apperley, 
Esq., of Herefordshire, and was born in 1805. He was 
educated at Eton, and afterwards proceeded to Trinity 
College, Cambridge, where he graduated B.A. (twenty-second 
senior optime) in 1826. In February, 1830, he was called 
to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn, and joined the Western Circuit. 
He had considerable parliamentary practice ; aud when the 
present Lord Chief Justice (Sir A. Cockburn) became a 
member of the House of Commons, much of his parlia- 
mentary business fell to the share of Mr. Kinglake, who 
was largely employed by the late Mr. James Coppock. In 
1844 he was created a serjeant-at-law, and in 1849 he 
received a patent of precedence, to rank after Sir John 
Rolt, then \.U, Serjeant Kinglake was for some time 
recorder of Exeter, but was appointed recorder of Bristol in 
1856. He was an unsuccessful candidate for the represen- 
tation of Wells in July, 1852, and again in 1855. He 
was elected for Rochester in April 1857, and he continued 
to represent that city till his death. On entering the 
douse of Commons he had, of course, to give up his par- 
Hiamentary practice, and some time afterwards he relin- 


, quished to a 








s t extent his practice at Westminster, de- 
voting himself chiefly to the duties of the Bristol recorder- 


; Ship, one of the best provincial posts of the kind. He 


was also a deputy lieutenant and justice of the peace for 
Somersetshire, and was a member of the Athenzum, 
Reform, and Oxford and Cambridge Clubs. Mr. Serjeant 
Kinglake married, in 1835, Louisa Rebecca, only daughter 
of John Liddon, Esq., of Taunton. His son, Mr. Robert 
A. Kinglake, who rowed more than once in the Cambridge 
University Crew, was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in November, 1868. Serjeant Kinglake was 
a cousin of Mr. A. W. Kinglake, the author of “‘ Eothen,” 
the “ Invasion of the Crimea,” &c. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


We are requested to state that Mr. George Brash Wheeler 
is not the Mr: Wheeler who attended the meeting of soli- 
citors held at the Guildhall Coffeehouse last Thursday. 





INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Annual Report of the Councit intended to be submitted to 
the General Meeting of the Members on July 19, 1870. 


ATTORNEYS AND SoLicirors’ REMUNERATION BILL. 


Before the commencement of the present session, the 
council had, through the courtesy of Mr. Rathbone, an op- 
portunity of considering the draft of the bill which has now 

both Houses of Parliament, and will, if-it receives 
the Royal assent, in some respects relieve the profession 
from the injustice arising from an arbitrary system of 
remuneration. 

The bill was introduced in February last by Mr. Rathbone, 
Mr. Morley, Mr. George Gregory, and Mr. Goldney, and the 
council have, through Mr. Gregory, been able from time to 
time to make suggestions upon the subject during the 
progress of the bill through Parliament. 

The measure is very similar to that which was introduced 
into the House of Lords in the year 1865 by Lord Westbury, 
at the instance of this society, which measure was, as the 
members will probably recollect, lost on the second reading 
by a very slight majority, a result which was attributed to 
political and other causes, rather than to any serious, or 
insurmountable objections to the measure itself. 

The important principle secured by this bill is, that an 
attorney or solicitor may make an agreement in writing with 
his client for remuneration by a gross sum, by a commission, 
or percentage, or by eehey or otherwise; but such agree- 
ment may, if unreasonable, be set aside without suit, on 
motion or petition, by the Court in which the business is 
done, or by a judge of such court. If however, it appear 
that the agreement is fair and reasonable, it may be enforced 
in a summary manner. 

Where the agreement is in respect of business done in an 
action or suit, the amount of it is not to be received by the 
attorney until the agreement has been examined and allowed 
by the taxing officer ; and if it appears to the taxing officer 
that the agreement is not fair and reasonable, he may require 


the opinion of the Court or a judge to be taken, who may 
reduce the amount of it or order it to be cancelled, and the 
costs to be taxed in the usual manner. 

Agreements may be re-opened, after payment, in certain 
special cases within twelve months after the payment of the 


amount agreed for. 

No validity is to be given to a purchase by a solicitor of 
the interest, or any part of the interest, of his client in any 
suit. Nor is validity to be given to any agreement by which 
the solicitor stipulates for payment only in the event of 
success in the suit. 

Claims under agreements made under the Act are to be 
exempt from taxation, except in certain special cases. 

It is also provided that solicitors may take security from 
their clients for future charges or disbursements, to be 
ascertained by taxation or otherwise, and subject to any 
General Rules or Orders to be made. Interest may be allowed 
upon taxation, at such rate and at such times as the taxing 
officer thinks just, on moneys disbursed by a solicitor for his 
client, and on moneys of the client in the hands of an attorney 
or solicitor improperly retained by him. 

The bill also contains the much needed provision that the 
taxing master is, upon any taxation of costs, subject to 
General Rules or Orders hereafter to be made, to have regard 
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in allowing remuneration to the solicitor for his services, to 
the skill, labour, and responsibility involved. It is also 
provided that solicitors may perform all such acts as apper- 
tain solely to the office of a proctor in any ecclesiastical 
court other than the provincial courts of the Archbishops 
of Canterbury and York, and the diocesan court of the 
Bishop of London, and may make the same charges as 
proctors. 


THE CONCENTRATION oF THE LAw CouRTS AND OFFICES. 


At the time of the last annual general meeting, the council 
were very actively engaged in advocating the adoption of the 
Carey-street site before the select committee of the House 
of Commons, to which the scheme for the erection of the 
new law courts and offices there, and Mr. Layard’s proposi- 
tion for erecting them upon a site between Howard-street 
and the Thames Embankment, were referred. 

The main points upon which evidence was laid before 
the committee were the comparative advantages offered by 
the two schemes for the convenience of the public and the 
legal profession—facility of access—cost of erection—archi- 
tectural effect—and delay in proceeding with the necessary 
works. The council alluded to these subjects so fully in 
their last report that it is not necessary to repeat them here. 
It is, perhaps, sufficient to state, that after a lengthy and 
laborious inquiry, the committee reported in favour of the 
already acquired Carey-street site. 

The council, in discharge of their duty to the profession 
and to the suitors, spared neither time nor expense in bring- 
ing this measure to a successful issue before the select com- 
mittee ; and they believe that the committee attached con- 
siderable weight to some valuable statistics with respect 
to the profession, which were collected with great 
labour by the society, and handed in by Mr. John 
Young, who also gave other important evidence before the 
committee. These statistics are printed with the evidence 
in the appendix to the report of the select committee. 

Although the great scheme of concentration which has 
been promoted by this society for about forty years, has at 
length been confirmed, and the desired site secured, there is 
still great cause for complaint in the delay in the commence- 
ment ofthe works. The session of Parliament is now drawi 
to a close, and as yet the council cannot ascertain that any 
material progress has been made towards the completion of 
the plans. Questions as to the cause of delay have been 
asked, from time to time, of the Government in Parliament, 
which have received one and the same formal answer, “that 
the plans are in course of preparation.” 

The council, however, hope that before Parliament rises, 
the Government will give a distinct assurance that the 
matter wili no longer be deferred. 


Tue Jupicature Commission. 


The council mentioned, in their last report, that they had 
submitted to the Royal Commissioners suggestions with a 
view to secure uniformity in the procedure and practice of 
the several courts; and they stated that many of those 
suggestions had been adopted by the Commissioners in 
their first report. 

On the 9th October last, the Royal Commission was ex- 
tended, and in the same month the council and the com- 
mittee of management of the Metropolitan and Provincial 
Law Association re-appointed the Associated Committee of 
the two societies to consider the additional subjects referred 
% the Commissioners. 

Soon after the appointment of this committee, the coun- 
cil received 4 communication from the Commissioners, 
asking for replies to a series of questions on the subject of 
the practice and jurisdiction of the county courts. Probably 
many of the members have seen those questions; but as 
the matter is one of very great importance to the profession, 
the questions have been printed in the appendix to this re- 
port, together with the answers which were returned, 

_ At the time that the council forwarded to the Commis- 
suomers the above answers, they also sent to them some 
Olnervations of Mr. William Williams, 4 member of the 
council, on the subject of the proposed extension of the 
cvanty court jurisdiction; and these observations are also 
printA in the appendix. 

_ The council may here state, that the associated committee 
it framing the answers to the questions, did not rely only 
om theiz own experience, out they obtained valuable infor- 
tation and assistance from several members of the profession 
‘who had had practical experience of the working f the 





county court system ; and also from the registrars and other 
officers of some of the metropolitan county courts. 

Subsequently some niembers of the council, and a London 
solicitor of considerable experience in county court practi 
attended at the invitation of the Judicature Commissio 
and gave evidence before them as to the working of the 
county courts with their present jurisdiction, and more pay. 
ticularly as to the inexpediency of the proposed extension 
of their jurisdiction. 

The effect of the evidence may be thus shortly stated, 
As to the working of the county courts with their present 
jurisdiction, it was shown that the great evils which im. 
peded, and to a certain extent destroyed their efficiency, 
were these: First, the want of a system of judgment by 
default, the effect of which is that every case (witha v 
limited exception introduced by the County Court Amend. 
ment Act, 1867) is treated as a defended case, and the 
plaintiffs are most vexatiously put to the expense of attend. 
ing with their witnesses, and sometimes with an attorney, 
to establish a claim that is not questioned. . Secondly, the 
compelling plaintiffs as a general rule to sue the défendanty 
in their district, however distant. Thirdly, the insufficient 
scale of remuneration to solicitors and counsel, the result of 
which is, that suitors have to provide themselves with pro- 
fessional assistance (which, in a large number of cases, is 
indispensable) practically at their own expense. Ani 
lastly, the absence of means of making interlocutory appli. 
cations. It was shown that these evils were so seriously 
felt, that it appeared from information obtained by the 
council, that wholesale houses in London had found it im 
practicable to attempt to recover debts under £2 
due from debtors residing at a distance. As to the 
proposed extension of the jurisdiction of the county 
courts, it was shown that in addition to the above 
objections, and assuming some of them to be capable 
ef remedy to a certain extent, yet that there were several 
very serious evils inherent in the county courts which could 
not be removed, and which must make those courts unfit 
for the trial of causes more important than those to which 
their jurisdiction at present extends. Of these objections, 
the more important were the following :—1st. The want of 
a judge, or other officer constantly accessible for interloct- 
tory applications, such as orders for particulars, for inspec- 
tion, for interrogatories, for change of venue, to amend, 
and the like. 2nd. The difficulty that must arise where 
both the litigants should not happen to reside in the same 
town, in compelling one party to employ a strange attorney 
and counsel, an evil that does not arise as to the superior 
courts in London, where every country attorney is repre- 
sented by his regular agent. 3rd. The want of uniformity 
of law and practice necessarily inherent in isolated local 
courts. 4th. The want of pleadings defining and limiting 
the issue to be tried. 5th. The impossibility of preserving 
ahigh tone, either in the court or the practitioners, where 
the large bulk of the business consists of settling disputes 
of very small amount, conducted in person by the very 
humblest classes. And lastly, there was urged upon the 
Commissioners the general og aes ieee J of constructing out 
of these courts, which were based upon the practice and 
traditions of the old courts of request, courts capable of 
satisfactorily disposing of the more important questions of 
law and fact, which are at present very satisfactorily dealt 
with in the Courts at Westminster. d 

It was suggested that, instead of extending the jurisdie- 
tion of the county courts by making them courts of first in 
stance, the alteration should be in exactly the opposite 
direction, by giving to the superior courts the power, after 
issue joined, of sending all cases under a certain amount, 
and not inyolving difficulty, to the county courts for trial. 
This.would give to suitors all the benefits of the superior 
courts, in the opportunity for interlocutory applications, 
for raising the issue by pleadings, and in the advantages of 
centralisation ; but it would enable them to try the issue, 
when raised, at small expense, in the most convenient 
locality, and before a tribunal generally more satisfactory 
for the purpose than a common jury. 


Hion Courr or Justice AND APPELLATE JURISDICTION 
BILis. 

A copy of the first report of the Judicature Comiission 
was forwarded last year to each member of the society ; a0 
it will be remembered that one of the chief features of this 
report was a recommendation that there should be a ene 
fusion of the separate jurisdictions now exercised by the 
superior courte of law and equity. ‘This session a bill wa 
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the Lord Chancellor into the House of Lords, 
itle of the High Court of Justice Bill. The coun- 
ious to support this bill, so far as it had for its 
Firstly, the abolition of conflicting jurisdictions 
urts, by giving to each court all the juris- 
ised by the superior courts. Secondly, the es- 
the principle that equity, where it con- 
law, shall prevail, and shall qualify and 
modify the latter. And, thirdly, the assimilation, so far as 
is practicable, of the practice in all the branches of the 
superior courts. ‘ 
ese views, supported as they were by all the weight 
of the authority due to the report of the Judicature Com- 
mission, were, in accordance with the suggestions and 
recommendations of the associated committee of the In- 
corporated Law Society and the Metropolitan and Pro- 
yincial Law Association, communicated by the Council to 
the Judicature Commission. But, although the council 
concurred in the general scheme and object of the bill, yet 
it appeared to them that the bill was open to great objec- 
tions in many most important points of its details; and to 
these the council thought it desirable to direct the attention 
of the Legislature, in a petition which at addressed to 
the House of Lords, and which was presented by Lord Cairns. 
As the main object ne by the council, by this petition, 
was ultimately attained by an arrangement between the 
Lord Chancellor and Lord Cairns, it will be sufficient here 
only tostate, shortly, that the objections urged by the council 
to the bill, in its then form, were as follows :— 

That the bill proposed to deal with this important mea- 
sure, effecting a radical change in the whole administration 
of justice, inan imperfect manner, leaving, not merely the 
minor details (which the council were aware could not be 
conveniently dealt with by. inflexible enactments), but 
some of the most important features of the measure to be 
worked out by rules of court, which it was proposed should 
embrace some of the most vital and important branches of the 
administration of the law, as, for example, whether measures 
of the highest importance to suitors should be heard by a 
full court, or by a single judge in chambers ; whether 
suitors should have issues affecting their fortunes, or their 
characters, in certain cases tried by a jury; whether such 
tights should be determined by the Court of Justice, or by 
an accountant or man of science; and numerous other 

ually important questions relating to the administration 
of justice. That such delegation by Parliament of its func- 
tions to persons however high in authority, not in Parlia- 
ment, is unconstitutional and objectionable in all cases, and 
particularly so in a subject of such high importance as the 
administration of justice. 

Particular attention was directed to the fuct, that special 
jurisdiction and procedure have of late years been created 
and regulated in the courts of common law by the Unifor- 
mity of Process Act, the Common Law Procedure Acts, 
the Railway Traffic Acts, and other Acts; and in the courts 
of chancery, by the Joint Stock Companies Act,} the 
Trustee Acts, and numerous Acts relating to the fortunes of 
infants, and other measures, all of which have been the 
fruit of careful and deliberate legislation ; but the provi- 
sions of any of which, howevor carefully framed, might be 
unintentionally repealed without the consent of Parliament, 
by the exercise of the proposed delegated powers of making 
rules and orders. 

The council also objected most strongly to the proposal 
to give the Court the power of compulsorily referring ques- 
tions in difference to accountants or scientific or other special 
persons, and though admitting that in some cases accoun- 
tants or scientific persons might assist the court by inquiries 
and reports, the council expressed their belief that the 
masters of the common law courts, or the chief clerks 


diction exere: 
tablishment of 


flicts with common 


in chancery, aro much better qualified than accountants to | 
deal with accounts, from their being accustomed to test the | 


accuracy of ovidence. But they most strongly objected to 
the proposed power of referring questions of fact ‘compul- 
sorily, and without appeal to any persons, but least of at to 
persons who have not had the advantage of a legal 
education, 

Transrexr or Lan, 

The council in their roport last your stated the purport of 
the answers they had given to the quostions issued by the 
Noval commission appointed in April, 1868, 

Chat commission mado its report in November, 1869, and 
whilst recognising the non-sucvess of Lord Westbury'’s Act 
of 1862, it confirmed the opinion which the council had 


expressed, that the working of that Act had not been- 
impeded by solicitors, on the ground that it was opposed to 
their interests. 

That Royal Commissioners did not take into consideration 
the expediency of establishing a system of registration, asthe 
principle had already been adopted by Parliament ;’ but they 
confined themselves, after hearing evidence on the working 
of the Act of 1862, to making suggestions for its alteration 
and improvement,—amongst other suggestions, relaxing the 
necessity for registering, in all cases, an indefeasible title 
under the existing system, and giving liberty to an owner 
to register a title, not necessarily marketable, as from a 
date of his own choice. 

In March last, the Lord Chancellor introduced a bill in- 
corporating therein many of the suggestions of the Com- 
missioners ; but the bill ‘also contains a clause which makes 
the registration of the ownership of the fee compulsory 
upon any sale of land after the expiration of two years 
from the passing of the Act. 

The persons who may apply for registration are— 

“(1.) Any person who has contracted to buy an estate 
in fee simple in land, whether subject or not to incum- 
brances. 

“(2,) Any person entitled for his own benefit at law or 
in equity to an estate in fee simple in land, whether sub- 
ject or not to incumbrances. 

“(3.) Any person capable, either alone or with the con- 
sent of other persons, of disposing, by way of absolute 
sale, of an estate in fee simple in land, whether subject or 
not to incumbrances.” 

The bill also provides for a registration of charges on land. 

Although there is little probability of the bill passing in 
the present session, the council though it right to commu- 
nicate with the provincial law societies, and with numerous 
country solicitors, in order to elicit an expression of opinion 
from solicitors largely concerned in conveyancing business 
in the country ; and, as far as the council have at present 
ascertained, not a single society or solicitor is in favour of 
the bill as drawn. They consider that the comp 
clause (45) is objectionable, and, as drawn, impracticable, 
inasmuch as no undivided interests in land are recogni 
by the bill. 

That the registration in London of all transfers of land 
would be most inconvenient in country transactions, which 
are very frequently required to be carried through imme- 
mediately, and without the delay and expense of previously 
searching the register. 

And that the inevitable effect of one central registry 
would be to increase the expense of dealing with land in 
almost every instance. 

There is a general condemnation of the recognition of 
“agents,” if that expression is intended to include persons 
not duly qualified to act as attorneys and solicitors. 

It is also an Ly sear to the measure, that its operation 
will depend very largely upon the rules which remain to be 
published. 

The council are now engaged in preparing observations 
on the bill with a view to its Improvement. 





Stamps oN Brivpine Leasks. 
The profession were much surprised to learn that in 
| November last the Commissioners of Inland Revenue, in 
| adjudicating upon the duty on a lease* for ninety-nine years, 
| at the yearly rent of £33 12s., and containing a covenant by 
the lessee to complete a partly-erected house, decided, con- 
| trary to the construction put upon the Act of 17 & 18 Vict. 
¢. 83, ever since it was passed In 1854, that such lease not 
only was liable to the ad valorem duty on the the rent, but 
required also a common deed stamp of £1 15s., under section 
16 of that Act, in respect of the covenant to complete the 
| house ; such covenant being treated as a *‘ further or other 
/ valuable consideration” under the terms of that section. 
This decision was afterwards affirmed on appeal to the 
Court of Exchequer; but the council, in commen with the 
| profession generally, entertained so strong an opinion that 
} this construction was not in accordance with the intention 
j of the framers of the Act, that they at once memorialised 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer on the subject. 
They urged that section 16 of the Act of 1834 — 
| only to conveyances, and deeds of that character, and that 
| the increased ad vaforew duty imposed by the same Act on 
leases for terms of between 33 and 100 years expressly 


ee, 


* Boulton e, Commissioners of Inland Reveaue,—Lew It 
ith Feb. 1870. 
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pointed at building leases, in which there is invariably a 
further consideration beyond the rent; and that it was evi- 
dent that the a@ valorem duty in such leases was by the Act 
made six times higher than the duty on other leases, in 
order to cover this further consideration ; and also that, if 
it had been intended to impose a new duty on so important 
and well-defined a class of deeds as building leases, it would 
have been done by express language, in its proper place in 
the schedule, and not by ambiguous and inferential language 
in the body of the Act, in a section apparently applicable to 
conveyances. 

The council also pointed out, that according to the 
principle of the decision of the Court of Exchequer, the 
judges might, and that it was very probable, on the ground 
of logical consistency, that they would, at a future day, 
if the question were brought before them, hold that cove- 
nants to repair, to insure, not to carry on particular trades, 
and other covenants usually inserted in leases form such an 
additional valuable consideration as to render the 30s. 
stamp necessary; and that such a decision would render 
every lease in England granted since the Act of 1854 
liable to a penalty. The council therefore urged the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer to introduce into Parliament a 
bill to declare that no lease should be deemed to be impro- 
perly stamped by reason of the same not having been 
stamped in accordance with the requirements of section 16 
of the above-mentioned Act of Parliament, and to relieve 
from penalties all persons who had not,so far as regards 
leases, complied with the terms of such section; and also 
either to repeal the latter part of the section, or to amend it 
in such a manner as to render it not applicable to leases, 
And that all duties paid in consequence of the decision in 
Boulton’s cuse should be refunded on application. 

At the request of the council, the Chancellor of the Ex- 
chequer received a deputation from their body, when he 
expressed his opinion that the decision of the Court of 
Exchequer was so clearly right as to preclude any argument 
as to the intention of the Act, and no satisfactory assurance 
of a change being introduced could be obtained from him. 

A letter was thereupon addressed to him repeating the 
views of the council’ and intimating that the matter would 
at once be brought before Parliament. 

Accordingly, the council placed themselves in communi- 
cation with the Honourable Robert Bourke, member for 
King’s Lynn. Mr. Bourke immediately, in an able and 
lucid manner, explained the matter to the House, when a 
very general and decided opinion was expressed in favour of 
the relief sought by the prayer of the memorial. 

The council had previously eommunicated with numerous 
country solicitors, and with all the provincial law societies, 
and had taken active measures to bring the matter promi- 
nently before the House. The Government, yielding to this 
pressure, promised to introduce a clause in their intended 
bill for dealing with the whole subject of the stamp laws. 

The Chancellor of the Exchequer, however, on being 
further pressed, on account of the daily difficulties occur- 
ring with regard to leases, introduced a separate bill, under 
which it was proposed to imdemnify past transactions up to 
4 certain date, but to impose a duty of 10s. in place of tho 
458. stamp under the Act of 17 & 18 Vict. upon subsequent 
leases. 

_ Very great objection was raised to the proposed imposi- 
tion of the 10s. duty, and Mr. Bourke, therefore, on 
urgent solicitation from all parts of the country, moved, as 
an amendment in committee on the bill, to the effect that 
the duty should not be held to apply in cases of this kind, 
either past or future. 

Although the council felt that it was not within their 
functions to interfere with the purely fiscal part of the 
question, the amendment proposed by Mr. Bourke seemed 
80 much better adapted to meet the justice of the case than 
the Government measure, that Pa yrocured for Mr. 
Bourke numerous promises of support. So much hesitation 
was, however, shown by the Government in proceeding 
with their bill, that the council, with the aid of Mr. Bourke, 
conver” his amendment into a substantive bill which he 
introduced, 

Eventually, however, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, toa 
certain extent, adopted the principle of Mr. Bourke’s suyges- 
tions, by passing through the eae of Commons a dill 
wmutaining 4 single clause, which is as follows: 

“No lease already made, or hereafter to be made, for an 
cmusideration or considerations in respect whereof it is 
chargeable with ad vulorem stamp duty, and in further 





consideration either of a covenant by the lessee to make, 
or of his having previously made, any substantial improve. 
ment of or addition to the property demised to him, or of 
any usual covenant, shall be deemed to be or to have been 
chargeable with any stamp duty in respect of such further 
consideration.” 

This clause is not so satisfactory as the bill brought in by 
Mr. Bourke, which proposed to declare that section 16 of 
the Act of 1854 was not to apply to leases; and, moreover, 
the words “ or of any usual covenant ” introduce an element 
of doubt, since the Act of 1854 may still render leases 
liable to the additional stamp in those cases where any 
covenant not coming under the strict term ‘“‘ usual” ig 
inserted. 

The council, therefore, are still endeavouring to procure, 
in the House of Lords, an amendment which will remove 
the ambiguous phrase ‘‘ usual covenant,” and substitute for 
it the language of Mr. Bourke’s Bill, viz., “any covenant 
relating to the subject-matter of the leaso.” 


Stamp Duties BILL. 


In May last the Chancellor of the Exchequer brought 
into the House of Commons a new Stamp Duties Bill, 
which was ordered to be printed on the 20th of that month. 
The second reading was fixed for the 30th of May. As 
soon as the council could obtain copies of the bill, which 
had never been submitted to them for consideration, and 
upon which they had not been in any way consulted, they 
gave it their careful attention, and found that it contained 
many new principles of law and objectionable provisions ; 
and they drew out a few observations on some of the 
prominent objections, to assist Mr. George Gregory and 
other members of Parliament in endeavouring to get the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer to allow more time than he 
seemed disposed to afford, for the consideration of the bill 
by the profession and the public. The bill was brought 
in professedly as a consolidation bill, but it was 
pointed out to the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
that it was by no means of that simple character. 
For instance, by clause 8 any instrument having several 
distinct operations was to be separately charged, s0 
that a conveyance operating partly by appointment, and 
partly by grant, might require two stamps; and by 
clause 10 all the facts and circumstances affecting the lia- 
bility of any instrument to duty, were to be fully set forth 
in the instrument, under a penalty, on persons executing 
and all persons employed in preparing it, of £50. Again, 
by clause 17 any instrument not duly stamped was not te be 
available “for any purpose or upon any occasion whatso- 
ever ;”’ and by clause 126 not only was a new duty imposed 
on trust money invested in real estate when put into settle- 
ment, but the provision for assessing the stamp might in- 
volve the investigation of trust accounts extending over 
thirty years or more, and was incapable of being practically 
carried into effect except in the most simple case. 

Mr. George Jenkins, the conveyancer, was afterwards em- 
ployed by the council to prepare objections and suggestions 
for alterations in the bill, and these were eelitel to the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer and the Solicitor to the 
Inland Revenue Office ; but, owing to the short time allowed 
for consideration of the bill, and the numerous existing 
Acts referred to, it was impossible to enter into all points 
of objection. A long discussion took place between some 
of the officers at the Inland Revenue Office and members of 
the council. Eventually, Mr. Jessel succeeded in inducing 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer to nndertake to get the 
bill amended and reprinted before being brought into the 
committee, and to promise that the bill should be a mere 
consolidation bill, except so far as any alterations which he 
“— make should not be objected to, 

The council expect shortly to obtain a print of the 
amended bill, when it will have their careful consideration. 

The bill has (by referring to the existing Acts for the 
purpose of consolidation) brought prominently forward 4 
great many objections to the law in regard to stamps as it 
now stands, but the council are unable in the present 
session, to do more than assist in obtaining a consolida- 
tion bill, with such amendments as may be agreed on with 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer; leaving to a future 
period the question what alterations should take place im 
the general law of stamps. It will be much easier to dis- 
Guns these questions when the consolidation Act is passed, 


(Zo be continued), 
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LAW ASSOCIATION FOR THE BENEFIT OF 
WIDOWS AND FAMILIES OF PROFESSIONAL 
MEN IN THE METROPOLIS AND VICINITY. 
At the usual monthly meeting, held at the Hall of the 
Incorporated Law Society, on Thursday, the 7th inst, the 
‘nary business was transacted, and the proposed new 
rules “hich had been referred back to the directors by the 
adjourned annual general court were again considered. 





LAW STUDENT’S DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The annual dinner of this society took place at the 
Crystal Palace on ear: the 12th of July, Mr. Joseph 
Addison in the chair. ere was a large attendance of 


members. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
FXAMINATIONS AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 


Trinity Term, 1870. 
Finan ExamMINATION. 

At the examination of candidates for admission on the 
roll of attorneys and solicitors of the superior courts, the 
examiners recommended the following gentlemen, under the 
age of 26, as being entitled to honorary distinction :—- 

1. Frederick Huxley, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Thomas Lister Farrar, of Manchester. 

9, Henry Claud Lisle, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Frederick Chetwode Hoskins Bellyse, of Audlem. 

3. Edward Cripps, jun., who served his clerkship to 
Mr. John Ingram, of Steyning; and Messrs. Burton, 
Yeates, & Hart, of London. 

4. George Richard Wace, who served his clerkship to 
Mesers Wace, of Shrewsbury; and Messrs. Woodcock & 
Ryland, of London. 

5, Apsley Petre Peter, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
Richard Peter, of Launceston ; and Messrs. Childs & Batten, 
of London. 

6. Wotton Ward Isaacson, who served his clerkship to 
Mesars. Pidcock & Son, of Worcester ; and Messrs. Taylor, 
Mason, & Taylor, of London. 

7. Edward Athow Field, B.A., who served his clerkship 
to Mr. Edward Field, of Norwich ; and Messrs. Williamson, 
Hill, & Co., of London, 


The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have 
accordingly awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Huxley, the {prize of the Honourable Society of 
Clifford’s-inn. 

To Mr. Lisle, the prize of the Honourable Society of 
New-inn. 

To Mr. Cripps, Mr. Wace, Mr. Peter, Mr. Isaacson, and 
Mr. Field, prizes of the Incorporated Law Society. 

The examiners also certified that the following candidates, 
under the age of 26, whose names are placed in alphabetical 
-_ passed examinations which entitle them to commenda- 

ion :-— 

Godfrey Alexander Baker, B.A., who served his clerkship 
to Messrs. Cookson, Wainewright, Pennington, & Waine- 
wright, of London, 

: William Martin Best, who served his clerkship to Mr John 
George Thompson, of Stockton-on-'L'ees. 

John Isaacs, jun., who served his clerkship to Mr. John 
Patrick Murrough, of London. 

George Brewis McQueen, who served his clerkship to 
Mr. George Brewis, of Newcastle-upon-Tyne ; and Messrs. 
Chartres & Youll, of Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

George Mason, who served his clerkship to Mr. Edward 
Nicholls, of Callington ; and Messrs, Pattison, Wigg & Co., 
of London. 

William Rose Parrott, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
John Parrott, of Stony Stratford; and Messrs, Tliffo, Rus- 
sell & lliffe, of London. 
wat Hunton Porrett, who served his clerkship to Messrs. 
re Turnbull & Graham, of Scarborough ; and Messrs. 
id rards, Layton & Jacques, of London. 

Poe tiam Rogers, who servod his clerkship to Messrs. 

utts, Potts & Roberts, of Chester. 

ery Nicholas Walford, who served his clorkship to Mr. 
o ee Henry Walford, of London; and Messrs, Frere, 

olmeloy, Foster & Frere, of London. 





Harry Woodward, who served his clerkship to Mr. Joh 
Harry Jonathan Woodward, of March; and Messrs. 
Ravenscroft & Hills, of London. 

The Council have accordingly awarded them certificates 
of merit. 


_ The examiners further announced to the following can- 
didate that his answers to the questions at the examination 
were highly satisfactory, and would have entitled him to a 
certificate of merit if he had not been above the age of 
twenty-six :— 

James Mason Allen, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
David William Heath, of Nottingham; and Messrs. G. L. 
P. Eyre & Co., of London. 


The number of candidates examined in this term was 165 
of these 153 passed and 12 were postponed. 





PRELIMINARY EXAMINATIONS BEFORE ENTER- 
ING INTO ARTICLES OF CLERKSHIP TO 
ATTORNEYS AND SOLICITORS. 

This examination took place on the 13th and 14th inst., 
at the new Examination Hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society, London, and at Birmingham, Bristol, Exeter, 
Leeds, Liverpool, and Newcastle-on-Tyne. 





COURT PAPERS. 


COMMON LAW BUSINESS AT THE JUDGES’ 
CHAMBERS. 

The following regulations for transacting the business at 
the judges’ chambers will be observed until further notice: — 

All affidavits will be sworn at the chambers of the Lord 
Chief Justice of England. 

Acknowledgments of deeds will be taken at eleven o'clock 
precisely. 

Adjourned summonses before the judge will be heard at 
a quarter past eleven, and 

Summonses of the day immediately afterwards, according 
to number. 

Counsel will be heard at half-past twelve o'clock. 

Before the masters, adjourned summonses will be heard at 
eleven o'clock precisely, the summonses of the day imme- 
diately afterwards, and counsel at twelve o'clock. 

The judge directs particular attention to the rule of 
Michaelmas Term, 1867, and desires it should be distinctly 
understood that he will not hear any summons or application 
directed by the said rule to be heard by the 


CHANCERY ORDER. 

General Petition Day.— Vice-Chancellor Stuart and Vice- 
Chancellor Malins, July 22; the Master of the Rolls and Vice. 
Chancellor Bacon, July 23. 

Last seal, July 29. 

Last day for taking in stock orders at the Accountant- 
General's, Aug. 6. 

Last day for taking in money orders, Aug. 9. 

To expedite the completion of “ money orders,” the Master 
of the Rolls and the Vice-Chanellors will allew a limited 
number of wnopposed petitions dealing with stock or cash 
in the hands of the Accountant-General to be placed at the 
head of the paper on each day during the intervals between 
the general petition day and the last seal. 

R. H. Lsacu, Senior Registrar. 


———— — 


The clerkship of the burial board of Lambeth parish is about 
to become vacant by the retirement ef Mr. Wonley. 

Mr. Edward Smirke, barrister-at-law, has resigned the ap- 
ointment of Vice- Warden of the Stannaries of Devon and 
Cornwall, which is worth £1,500 per annum, and is in the gift 
of the Prince of Wales, as Duke of Cornwall. 

Mr. Jacob Henry Tillett, solicitor, has been elected to repre- 
sont the city of Norwich in Parliament, and took his seat in the 
House of Commons on the 1éth. Mr, Tillett was admitted 
in 1839, and was formerly clerk to the Commissioners of In- 
come Tax for Norwich. ‘Tho rival candidate was Mr. J. W. 
Huddleston, Q.C., formerly M.P. for Canterbury, Mr. Tillett 
was unauccessful at the general election in November, L868. It 
is stated that his return will be petitioned against, 

Tre Recorpersnir or Brisrot.—Among the men of mark 
whe have formerly been recorders of Bristol, may be mentioned 
the late Lord Lyndhurst, Sir Charles Wetherell, Mr, Jastion 
Crowilor, and the present Lord Chief Justioe Cockburn: 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quorarion, July 15, 1870. 
From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted.} 


12... 
9 
i3 


Annuities, April, 85 
Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
Ex Bills, 21000, — per Ct. 5 pm 
Ditto, £500, Do —5 pm 
Ditto, £2100 & £200,— 5pm 
Bank of England Stook, 44 per 

Ct. (last half-year) 2344 
Ditto for Account, 

&. GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 

{ndia Stk.,10}p Ct.Apr.’74,205xd) Ind. Enf. Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’72 106 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 5§per Cent., May,’79 1103 
Ditto 5perCent.,July, 80 111 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April, ’64— 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. "88 102 Do. Do ,5 per Cent., Aug. ’73 104 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000 24 pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent.93 | Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 24pm 


3 Cent. 


Annuities, Jan. ’80— 





RAILWAY STOCK. 





Shres. 


Stock ,. Bristo] and Exeter ... 

Stock . Caledonian 

Stock Glasgow and Sout 

Stock! Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ., 
Stock Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 
Stock Great Northern ....0..s0000-4. 
Stock Do., A Stock® ..... 

Stock Great Southern and 

Stock Great Western—Original dodapedsnpaanniel 
Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire ..... ceiinpenoeenen 
Stock) London, Brighton, and South Coast......| 
Stoek London,Chathar, and Dover........ , 10 
Stock London and North-Western 

Stock [L ndon and South-Western ...... 
Stock Manchester,Sheffield, and Lincoln 
SEOGK | MetropOlEBAM....ccscccceses sce ove sce con cceese 
Stock Do.,Birminghamand Derby .. 
StOek | Morth British ..o.cocccosecosccosceeces 

Stock  Morth London .....0..esee00-++ 

Stock North Staffordshire. nS 

Stock South Devon .o..... 

Btock South-Eastern .. cesunvoues 
NN assis incrniatensandinapneachionbiionns 


Railways. zi Closing prices. 





sen neeeseses 


reland 





10) | 





* A receives no dividend uutilé per cent, uas oes palit B, 


INSURANCE COMPANIES. 





Price 
Dividend | 
per annum 


—_—_— — 


per 
Paid. | share. 
£3. d, 
lerical, Med. & Gen. Life 10 
oun eee ove oe 10 
agi ove one ove 5 
quityand Law... ooo 
pe English & Scot. Law Life 
ent Equitable Keversionary... 
percent) Do. New... 3 oon 
K&Zpshb Gresham Life 
per cent! Guardian ... ee ve 
5 per cent) Home & Col. Ass., Limti. 
16 per cent Imperial Life " oe 
12 percent Law Fire... 
224 yr ceny Lew Lite ... 
woe 10 per cent Law Union wn ove 
BIE Si17t 64 pe’ Legal & General Life ... 
20990) 6112064 pe) London ke Proviaciai Law 
I, 24 per cont, Borth Brit. & Mercantile 
eed 12g & bns Provident Life vee 
9229; 2 per com Royal Exchange... 


Names. 





JVC Re 
nr 
ee o 
a 
gkbtee 
.o 
ow 
EES SS SO 
BBKaaaArm 
a 
ccowce a? 


Gr & Gh UW or sa or 
ay 


oa 


a 
sk e COCOA 


LIHK 


TH 


:_ 
eoccesc: coooo 


eoceseoc coose 
= 


AAAS 





PEPE 
z s 





occ coc oh 


oh 


Mower Mauxer any Cire Us rensigince. 
ibe tuoney mark news A Uae week may be summarised by 
; attitudes of krance and Spain occasioned 
a reattion tok place, and then 
r slo may, except to point 
ue thing t rans buy onal, unless 
anion” Yeap” their money in stockings, and that such 
tee 2% Oimial lms aad Englioh Kailways, &e., are 


y to te physically alected Wy war between Vrance 


, 


+ 


*u re s 
WGA, Be 


iuvoxtast Decision.—A decision of considerable impor- 
vAving e& it 


diva, tie question of liability of ship- 

venta ven bane gids when entero in bond, has 
receny worn rendered by the Buyreme Coyrt of the United 
St appears that an importer of this city brought an 

net, the Liverpool, Sew York, sid Vhiladelphia 


Comyony i rere Uae velba of ons of twenty- 





a 
three cases of merchandise shipped from Ireland to this 
port. The duties were not paid, but the goods were entereg 
in bond by consignee for a designated warehouse, anj 
permit delivered to a carman, who usually performed plain. 
tiff’s cartage, and was at the same time a licensed Uniteg 
States Customs carman, The usual notice of unlading of 
the ship was published and brought home to both the con: 
signee and customs authorities. The whole twenty-thte. 
cases were proved to have been delivered over the vessel’ 
side on the usual wharf, and were checked both by a clerk 
of defendants and one or two customs officers who wer 
stationed there, and the goods were virtually placed under 
the latter’s control and direction. One of the cases was 
subsequently lost ; how or where was not ascertained. [t 
was claimed by plaintiff that defendants were bound to watch 
and take care of the case until it was entirely off the whaff, 
and receipt obtained for it by the usual employé of the defen. 
dants stationed at the end of the wharf. The defendants 
claimed that the liability as carriers was discharged the 
moment they passed the goods over to the United States 
authorities, whom the plaintiff, by not paying duty, had 
virtually constituted his agents to receive the goods, under 
the United States laws and Treasury regulations. There 
feree, before whom the case was tried, held the defendants 
liable. The case was then carried to the United States 
Supreme Court, where, at the late general term, the judg. 
ment was reversed. Judge Brady, dissenting, held that 
the defendants, to remove their liability, should have 
proved affirmatively that the goods were discharged in the 
day-time. The majority of the Court, however, held that 
in this case, that question was immaterial, inasmuch as the 
missing package contained dutiable goods, and that, under 
the United States statutes and Treasury regulations the 
customs authorities were the only persons authorised to 
receive such goods on the wharf ; and it spews that they 
did so receive this package, withitsreception by them, whether 
in the day or night-time, the liability of the defendants ter. 
minated. This decision is in accordance with equity and 
fair dealing, and as it involves a question which has fre. 
quently given rise to vexatious and expensive litigation, it 
will be hailed with satisfaction by shipowners and agents.— 
New York Shipping List. 





A woman in Illinois, preparing herself for the bar, called 
recently at the Law-book House of E. B. Myers, in Chic 
purchased six hundred and fifty dollars worth of law hooks 

aid five hundred dollars down, and the balance upon the de 
soe of the books. Since this purchase, Mr. Myers says he 
is in favour of women being admitted to the bar, and believes 
he would vote to give them the right of suffrage.—Chicago 
Legal News. 

CoNJUGAL SEPARATION IN FRrANCE.—A report of judicis 
statistics recently made by the French Minister shows that applical 
tions for separation de corps have largely increased of late years. Ip 
1857 the total ‘number of such applications throughout the whole 
of France was only 1,191, while in 1868 it reached no less a total 
than 3,000. The courts granted the applications in the propor- 
tion of 89 per cent. In 2,683 cases the wife was the plainti 
and only 316 applications were at the instance of the husband— 
Times. 

Testamentary Cavaciry.—An American law newspaper 
reports a py ite “oase in which a great number of witnesses 
were called to prove a testator incapable of making a will. The 
Court observed:—The witnesses for contestants had very 
curious notions as to what constitutes testamentary capacity. 
One says, he was spiritually blind; another that he was discon 
nected in conversation, and as an instance, says, that “ he would 
talk about what people ought to do, and then never do it him 
self ;"’ another, that “what was strange in his conversation 
about selling his property, was the enormous price ho asked for 
it . . . eight hundred dollars an acre;’’ another, that he 
would fly from one thing to another not connectod with & 
G, W. Scattergood says, he would talk strangely, sometimes he 
would say. “he had seven and-a-half acres, sometimes seve 
and three-quarter acres, and sometines seven anil-a-quartet 
' Peter Castor says, that his“ idoa is, that aman it 
capable of doing businoss is incapable of making a will,” 4 
is gravely reported with the head-note-- Testamentary 
Detevimined by the Notions ov Ideas 
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BIRTHS, MAULBIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS, 
Gantn-On July 10, at 74, St. George's-aquave, Pimlico, the 
wite of Hichard Garth, eq, Q.0,, of a son, 3 
HAnvtite-On July 10, at Hutton House, Chesaunt, the wited 
Thomas Ktheridge Harper, solicitor, of o aon, 
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1LaR—On July 14, at 59, Kensington- ens-square, the 
= of Frederick Charles James Millar, of the Inner Temple, 
parrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
‘ MARRIAGES, 
‘anpeRY—Cox—On Saturday, May 14, at Christ Church, 
Ci eecegetowD, Demerara, Edward Spencer Cte, Esq., of 
the Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, to. Lydia Edith, only 
daughter of the late Wiltshire Cox, Esq., of Brighton. 
GARDEN—GRIFFITH—On July 5, at 17, Rubislaw-terrace, 
Aberdeen, Farquharson Taylor Garden, advocate, to Mary, 
daughter of Charles Fox Griffith, late manager of the Scottish 
Provincial Assurance Company. 
Matim—GruecEN—On Thursday, July 7, at All Saints’ 
Church, Chichester, Frederick John Malim, solicitor, Chiches- 


ter, to Frances Elizabeth, ycungest daughter of the late J. P. 
Gruggen, Esq., of Chichester. 
DEATHS. 
GrepaRD—On Wednesday, July 13, at 4, Prince’s-gardens, the 


Right Hon: the Lord Justice Sir George Markham Giffard, in 
OF 
Balisbury, Mr. Stephen Hill, solicitor, 


the 67th year of his a 
Hu1—On Waly 6, at 


aged 64. 

tonsa April 3, on board the Great Britain, on his passage 
to Melbourne, Robert C. Lush, Esq., of 54, Bessborough- 
street, S.W., eldest son of the Hon. Mr. Justice Lush, in his 
29th year. 

NewmArcH—On J uly 13, at Whaddon House, Bruton, Somer- 
set, Mary Eliza, wife of John Newmarch, of the Inner Tem- 
ple, barrister-at-law, aged 36. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


TBinding up of Foint-stock Companies. 
FaipayY, July 8, 1870. 
: UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Alfred Average Association’ for British, Foreign, and Colonial Built 
Ships.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 15, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Frederick Bertram Smart, of 85, Cheapside. Wednesday, Nov 2, 
at.12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 
claims. 

Queen Average Association for British, Foreign, and Colonial Built 
Ships. Creditors are required, on or before Aug 15, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
toFrederick Bertram Smart, of 85, Cheapside. Wednesday, Nov. 2, 
at‘l2, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 
claims. 

Zara Baths Company Vice-Chancellor ‘James has, by an order dated 
June 28, appointed Charles Tattersall, of Manchester, to be official 
liquidator, 

Limrrep in CHANCERY. 

Danderwen Slate Company2(Limited),—Vice-Chancellor Stuart has, by 
an order dated May 31, appointed Benjamin Bailey, of 6, Mario-street, 
Leeds, to be official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 1, to send their namesand addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to the aforesaid. Saturday, Aug 6, at 1, is appointed 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Freehold and General Investment Company (Limited.) — Vice-Chan- 
cellor James has, by an order dated June 29, appointed Arthur Cooper, 
of 15, George-street, Mansion-house, to be official liquidator, 

Land and Sea Telegraph Construction Company (Limited).—Petition 
for winding up, presented July 1, directed to be heard before Vice- 
Chancellor Malins on July 16. James & Darley, John-street, Bed- 
ford-row, solicitors for the petitioner. 

London Depository Company (Limited),-—Creditors are required, on or, 
before Oct 1, to send their names and addresses, and the,particulars of 
their debts or claims, to James Harris, of 8, Old Jewry. Monday, 
Nov 7, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 
and claims. 

Tvurspay, July 12, 1870. 
UNLimITRy IN CHANCERY. 

Zara Baths Company.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 22, to 
send their names and addresaos, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Charles Tattersall, of Manchester, Monday, Oot 81, at 19, 
is appointed for hearing and adjudioating upon the debts and claims. 

Limirep in Cuanorry, 

Anglo-Moravian Hungarian Junction Railway Company (Limited).— 
Vieo-Chancellor Stuart has, by an order dated May 31, appointed 
Frederick Bertram Smart, of 85, Cheapside, to be olllcial liquidator. 
Creditors are required, on or before Sept 1, to send their names and 
addrosses, and tho particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 
Bertram Smart, of 45, Cheapside, Monday, Oot 31, at 1, is appointed 
for hearing and adjadicating upon the debts and claims, 

Great Oceanio Telegraph Company (Limited).—Viee-Chancellor Mating 
has, by an order dated May 30, ‘appointed Fredoriok Maynant, of 53, 
Old Broad-street, to bo official liquidator, 

Tand and Sea Telograph Construction Company (Limited).--Petition 
for winding up, prosonted July 8, directed to be heard before View 
Chancellor Mating on July 22, ‘Mileard & Co, O.d Jewry, aolivitors for 
the petitioners 

Severn Bank Hotel and Nownham Verry Company (Limited). 
Vice-Chancellor Stuart has, by an order dated July 1, ordered that 
the winding up of the above company be contintiod. Brown, 33 

gtiinectn *-linstlolds, solicitor for the peticioners, 
ry Kastopa Bathe and Washbourne Company (limited). Petition 
On Windiog Up, prewented July ¥, diveoted to be heat before V vee 

‘ancollor Maliuwon July 2a Minet & Smith, Now Myoad-s treet, 
solicitors for the potitionors, 





Friendly Societies Dissolvey. 
away, July 7, 1870, 


paiette Haste of Oak, Globe Tavern, Hatton-garden, Middlesex. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
. FripaY, July 8, 1870. 
rance, Fredk Augustus Harold, Charterhouse-sq, Solicitor. > 
France v Webb, V.C. Stuart. Oa Poultry. —— ow 
Wait, Caroline, Weston-super-Mare, Widow. July 29. Wait v St. Al- 
wikis peng setae gfe 
ait, Wm Savage, borough, Somerset, Esq. July 29. i 
St. Albyn, M.R. Smith, Westin, cuper dase L nm . neal 


; Next of Kin. 
Wild, John Nicholas, sen., Kidlington, Oxford, Farmer. Feb 10, Harris » 


Wild, V.C. Stuart, 
« Arnoldi” (the Schooner).—July 29 Targovss » Gann, 
rnoldi ¢ Schooner).—July 29, Turgoose v V.C. Malins. 
Everard, Wm, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Banker. Aug 12. Ingle » Good- 


win,M.R. Archer, King’s Lynn. 
Gatnéf, Eliz, Leicester, Widow. July 29. Garner » Garner, V.C. 
Malins. Spooner, Leicester. 
Pulesten, Sir Richd, Emral Park, Flint, Baronet. Aug?2. De Pule- 
ston v Bailey, V.C. Bacon. Bowker & Co, Bedford-row. 


Taylor, Thos, Bishopthorpe, Lincoln, Farmer. Jaly 30, Bainton » Tay- 
lor, V.C. Bacon. Blake, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Viet. cap. 35. 

List Day of Claim. 

Farmay, July 8, 1870. 
Avery, John, Rye, Sussex, Cordwainer. Aug |. 

Avison, Thos, Wakefield, York, Gent. Aug 1, 
De Bathe, Sir Wm Plunkett, Knightsdown, Meath, Bart. Aug 15. 
Young & Co, eniesicho-ah, Old Jewry. 
Easter, Wm, East Donyland, Essex, Master Mariner. Aug6. Neck & 

Donaldson, Colchester. 

Eyre, Mary Ann, Coventry, Warwick, Spisster. Woodcock: 
Paine & Layton 


Batler, Rye. 
& ad i. 


Aug 10. 
& Co, Coventry. 

Howard, Careline, Norwood, Surrey, Spinster. Sept 1. 
Old Broad-st. 

eee Wm, Scarborough, York, Hotel Keeper, Aug 1. Calvert, 
York. 

Knapp, Tyrrell, Headington Hall, Oxford, Esq. July 30. Bartlett, 


A on. 
ag ees John, Hurst, Berks, Yeoman. Aug 31. Soames, New-inz, 
trand. 
Pickop, John Chas, Walton-le-Dale, Lancaster,Gent. Sept 4. Pickop, 
Blackburn, 
Piggott, Thos, King’s Heath, Worcester, Boiler Manafacturer. Aug 31. 
Tyndall & Co, Birm 
Ping, Geo Jonathan, Gloucester, Gent. July 30. Wiltons & Riddiford, 
Gloucester. 
Shaw, John, Watnall, Nottingham, Farmer. 
ham. 
——* Thos, Mancb, Silk Manufacturer, Aug 19. Woolley, 
anch. 
Shepherd, Chas Mitchell, Little Surrey-st, Btackfriars, Licensed Vie- 
tualler, Aug 5. Hunter & Co, New-sq, Lincoln’s-ina. 
Ward, Hannah, Ealing, Middlesex, Widow. Octl. Beddome, Niche- 


las-lane. 
Waterman, Eliz, Worthing, Sussex, Widow. Aug!. Edmunds, Wor- 


July 27. Brown, Notting- 


Burgoynes 
Litler & 


thing. 
Watson, Eliz Maria, Milford-pl, Brixton, Widow. Sept 8. 
& Co, Oxford-st. 
Whitehead, Jas Heywood, Saddlesworth, York, Esq. 
Harwar, Oldham. : 
Woodward, Joseph, Uckington, Gloucester, Farmer. Aug il. Wilteas 
& Ridcitord, Gloucester. 
Tuxspay, July 13, (870. 
Baker, Geo, Nottingham, Gent. Sept l. Hunt & Soa, Not " 
Butler, John Hampton, Croom’s-hill, Greenwich, Nock Broker. Sept 
24, Webb & Co, Argyll-st. x be 
Cowen, Robert, Nottingham, Gent. Septl. Hunt & Son, Nottingham, 
Davies, Thos, Ellesmere, Salop,Gent. Aug 16, Salter, Ellesmere. 
—_ Wm, Lansdown-rd North, Kensington-pk, Geant. Septl. Wright 
Jones, Whitehareh, 


Marshall, Birm. 
Winter & Francis, 


Aug le. 


Dodd, Geo, Whitchurch, Salop, Plumber, Aug I. 
Duge, John, Heigh-ham, Norwich, Gent. Aug 15, 
orwich, 

Fryer, Mary, North Shields, Northumberland, Spinster, Sept i, Lakh 
& Co, North Shields. 

Gwyn, Mary Ana, Astbury Hall, Salop, Widow, Septl, Gerdoa & 
Nicholis. 

Hankin, Daniel, Stitkey, Norfolk, Eaq. Sept lt. Woodreaite & Mar 
kitt, New-sq, ainceln S-ina, 

Jamieson, Ann, Lpeol, Licensed Victualler, Aug 14 Calbhaw, 
Lpool. 

Lindfield, Mary, Harmoodst, Kentish-towa, Wetow, Aug at, Wend 
& Co, Angyiisst, Regent-st. 

Mapas, Alex Talbot Eustace, Bath, Somerset, Aug 2. Coma, Lin- 
ooln's-inustelds, 

Moody, Josoph, Caapest Weat, Marfair, July 31, 
Doctors commons, 

Reea, Wm, Cynayliaawr,” Cantigan, Farmer, Aag |. 
Aboryatwyth 

Waldron, Cant. 
Sept 


Taker & Sona, 
Creal’, 


Roberta, David, Cardi®, Pilot, Aug 1. 

Wakefield, Samuel, beeston, Noruimgham, Gent, 
Nottinghan, 

Wicks, Hon, Cook's Porey, Bmontion, Vietuatler, 
& Reid, Raymond Dides, Qeay Wien, 

Wightman, Richant Laer, Oattieteek, Doreet, Bailder, 
Raaket), Nvershot 

Willana, Wan Stead, Ualifax, York, Woelstapler 
Poater, Halil, 


Mant & Sea, 
Aug Martneaa 
Aug 
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ane. 
Yearsley, Jas, Saville-row, Burlington-gardens, M.D. Aug1l. Withall 
& Compton, Gt George-st. 


Williams, Benj, Limpefield, Surrey, Esq. Sept 1. Bevan & Daniell, 
Chancery-] 


Bankrupts. 
Farpay, July 8, 1870. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 


Roberts, Thos, & Thos Lloyd Roberts, Walham-green, Cantractors. Pet 
July 6. Hazlitt. July 20 at 12. 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Barron, Chas Hy, Ewell, Surrey, Draper. Pet July 4. Roland. Croy- 
don, July 19 at 12. 
Batchelor, Stephen, Farm-rd, Lower Sydenham, Builder. Pet July 1. 
Bishop. Greenwich, July 25 at 2. 
Bentley, Alfd, Nottingham, Wholesale Milliner. Pet July 4. Patchitt. 
Nottingham, July 21 at 11. 
Clark, Thos, Richmond, York, Currier. Pet July 6. Jefferson. North- 
allerton, July 19 at 11. 
Dunkley, Abel, Earl’s Barton, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer. Pet 
July 4. Dennis. Northampton, July 25 at 10. 
Leitch, Chas, & Jas Sheldon, Sheffield, Hackle Pin Manufacturers. Pet 
June 17. Wake. , July 20 atl. 
, Robt, & John Mason, Gateshead, Durham, Builders. Pet July 
4. Mortimer. Newcastle, July 20 at 11.30. 
Reynolds, John, Lpool, Provision Merchant. Pet July 2. Watson. 
Lpool, July 22 at 2. 
land, Chas, Poole, Somerset, Currier. Pet July 6. Meyler. Taun- 
ton, July 23 at 11. 
Brampton, Sam! Thos, Devizes, Wilts, Stationer. Pet July 4. Smith. 
Bath, July 18 at 1. 
Solomon, Jacob, Chatham, Kent, Vendor of Drugs. Pet July 5. Acworth. 
Rochester, Aug 4 at 2.30. 
Twentyman, Richd, Sudbury, Suffolk, Boot Maker. Pet July 5. Barnes. 
Colchester, July 27 at 11.30. 
illans, Wm Russell, Hackness, York, Gent, Pet July 5. Woodall. 
Scarborough, July 19 at 2. 


TogspayY, July 12, 1870, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 


To Surrender in London. 
Allen, Edwin, Earl-st, Southwark,{ Scaleboard Maker. 
Spring-Rice, July 25 at 12. 
Palmer, Fredk Wm, Mincing-lane, Merchant. Pet July 7. Murray. 
July 27 at 12. 


Pet July 6. 


To Surrender in the Country. 


Bowman, Joseph, Dover, Kent, Grocer. Pet July 9. Callaway. Can- 
terbury, July 25 at 10. 


Carter, John, Luton, Bedford, Plait Merchant. Pet July 8. Austin. 
Luton, July 29 at 1. 
Cook, Valentine Oswell, Leeds, out of business. Pet July 7. Marshall. 
, July 26 at 11. 
Stee, _ Leeds, Beerseller. Pet July 8. Marshall. Leeds, July 
at ll. 
Edwards, John, Manch,{Timber Merchant. Pet July 9. Kay. Manch, 
July 28 at 9.30. 
Fairlie, Fras Chas, Lpool, Theatrical Preprietor. Pet July 7. Hime. 
Lpool, July 26 at 2. 
ey, Miles, Hereford, Farmer. Pet July 8. Reynolds. Hereford. 
Jaly 28 at 1). 
Hunt, Hy, Statford, General Smallware Dealer. Pet July 8. Spilsbury. 
Stafford, July 23 at 10. 
Newton, Eliz, Heathfield, Somerset, Innkeeper. Pet July 7. Meyler. 
Taunton, July 23 at 3. 
— Alfd, Birm, Grocer. Pet July 7. Chauntler. Birm, July 25 
at 1. 


es Joseph, Birm, Grocer. Pet July 7. Chauntler. Birm, July 
atl, 


Young, John, Wigan, Lancashire, Schoolmaster. Pet July 7. Part. 
Wigan, July 28 at }. 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
FaipaY, July 8, 1970. 
Stephens, Simeon Hext, Ilminster, Somerset, out of business. July 6. 
Tugspar, July 12, 1870, 
Irving, Benj, Balsall-heath, nt Birm, Lace Manufacturer. June 30. 








RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 

SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- 
posals for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
Inverests, or other adequate securities. 

‘ Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 
jOTm™ :— 
Proposat ron Loan ow Mortoaors, 


Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor) 

Amount required £ 

Time and mode of repayment (i.¢., whether for a term certain, or by 
annual or other payments) 

Security (stale shortly the particulars of security, and, tf land or build- 
trgs, state the net annual income). 

State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected wth the 
Gresham Office in connection with the security. 

By order of the Board, 


¥, ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 





LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON ang 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 


No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 


ENRY GREEN (many yearswith the late George 

Reynell), Advertisement Agent, begs to direct the attention of 

the Legal Profession to the advantages of his long experience of upwardg 

of yee mage years, in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, &e,, 

and — y solicits we ye peli One Md = advertise. 

ment only required, an strictest care and promptitude assured, 
File of * London Gazette ” kept for reference. 


THE NEW BANKRUPTCY COURT 
Is only a few minutes’ walk from 
C43 2% 26 5, STRAND 
“Tf I desire a substantial dinner off the joint, with the azreg. 
able accompaniment of light wine, both cheap and good, I know only 
of one house, and that is in the Strand, close to Danes Inn. There you 
may wash down the roast beef of old England with excellent Bur. 
gundy, at two shillings a bottle, or you may be supplied with half 
ttle for a shilling.”’—All the Year Round, June 18, 1864, pag> 440 
The new Hall lately added is one of the handsomest dining rooms in 
London, Dinners (from the joint), vegetables, &c., 1s. 6d. 


IEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT OF MEAT, 

4 Amsterdam Exhibition, 1869. First Prize, being above the Gold 
Medal. Supplied to the British, French, Prussian, Russian, Italian, 
Dutch, and other Governments. Dr, Lankester writes regarding Extract 
of Meat :—‘ But there is a difference in flavour, and here, as in all 
Other kinds of food, it is the flavour that makes the quality.” It is 
essentially on acceunt of the fine meaty flavour, as distinguished from 
the burnt taste of other Extracts, the LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT 
defeated all Australian and other sorts at Paris, Havre and Amsterdam, 
and is so universally preferred in all European markets. 

One pint of fine-flavoured Beef-tea at 24d. Most convenient and 
economic ** stock.” 

Cavrron.—Require Baron Liebig’s, the inventor’s, signature on every 
Jar, and ask distinctly for LIEBIG COMPANY’S EXTRACT. 











In one volume, crown 8y0, price 3s, 


A TREATISE ON THE ENGLISH LAW OF 
DOMICIL. Dedicated, by permission, to Vice-Chancellor Sir 
Richard Torin Kindersley. By OLIVER STEPHEN ROUND, of Lin- 
coln’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law. 


London: 12, Cook’s-court, Carey-street, W.C. 


HE LAW OF TRADE MARKS, with some 

account of its History and Development in the Decisions of the 

Courts of Law and Equity. By EDWARD LLOYD, Esq,, of Lincoln’s- 
inn, Barrister-at-Law. Price 3s. 

“ I am indebted to the very valuable little publication of Mr. Lloyd, 
who has collected all the authorities on this subject.”—V.C. Woon, in 
* McAndrew y. Bassett,” March 4. 

12, Cook’s-court, Carey-street, W.C. 


The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortest notice. 


The BOOKS AND FORMS kept in stock for immediate use 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed 
in the proper form for registration and distribution. SHARE CER- 
TIFICATES engraved and printed. OFFICIAL SEALS designed 
and executed. No charge for sketches. Companies Fee Stamps. 
Railway Registration Forms. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 
ASH & FLINT, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, Fleet- 
street, London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn). 

















A large Discount for Cash. 


Bus of COMPLAINT, 5/6 per page, 20 copies, 

subject to a Discount of 20 per cent. for cash ; being at the rate 

“ aby per page—a lower charge than has hitherto been offered by 
e. 


Yates & ALexanpeR, Printers, Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 





RINTING of EVERY DESCRIPTION, Plain 

and Or tal—Newspap Books, Pamphlets, Prospectuses, 
Circulars, &c,—with promptitude and at moderate charges, by 

Yates & ALEXANDER, wanes ~ (and Church-passage), Chancery, 








AVE ADVISED WITH as to the Cost of 
, Printing and Publishing, and the Cheapest Mode of Bringing 
ou! ¥ 

Yares & Avexanper, Printers, 7, Symonds-inn, Chancery-lane. 


OYAL POLYTECHNIO.—‘‘SAND and _ the 
SUEZ CANAL,” by Professor Pepper.— Musical Entertainment, 

by George Buckland, Esq., ‘The HEART of STONE,” with Spectral 
Scenes.—The American Organ daily.—And other attractions, all for 


One Shilling. 
The GREAT CITY, at half-paét One. 
SUEZ CANAL, at half-past Two and quarter to Eight. 
HEART of STONE, at Four and Nine, 
Open 12 to 5 and 7 to 10, 











